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PREFACE

The success or failure of the parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict to
negotiate a viable and binding peace agreement, acceptable to all
parties and guaranteeing the territorial integrity of all states within
defined borders, will depend, in part, upon their ability to provide for
a United Nations presence whose mandate is clear and unequivocal and
whose main objective is to police demilitarized zones.

(iven the past record of the peacekeeping forces in the Middle East.
the intensity of hostilities there, and the lack of agreement between the
great powers over the mandate of peacekeeping forces, this will be no
easy task. But, as the pieces of the Middle East are assembled in the
aftermath of the October 1973 War, there will be a need for United
Nations involvement. Despite the large role of the United States in the
initial separation of forces agreement, the United Nations will be cen-
trally involved if a new era of coexistence in the region is to take hold.
In particular, the United Nations peacekeeping forces will need better,
and more support from all states in the world community in order to
help improve its performance in the field.

Following the introduction of a new United Nations Emergency
Force between Israeli and Egyptian troops in the Sinai, the Subeom-
mittee on International Organizations and Movements and the Sub-
committee on the Near East and South Asia held two joint hearings to
examine this new United Nations Middle East force and U.S, policy
toward peacekeeping. The subcommittees received testimony from two
State Department officials with current responsibilities in United Na-
tions affairs, two former senior U.S. officials with United Nations
experience, a former UNEF commander in the field. and a scholar with
intimate knowledge of the workings of the United Nations system and
of peacekeeping.

The principal conclusions of these two brief hearings are:

First, the record of past United Nations peacekeeping efforts in the
Middle East do not necessarily indicate the effectiveness of the new
UNEF-II. Indeed, although its mandate is now for only 6 months,
there has been significant agreement between the United States and the
Soviet Union on the role and mandate of the new force and on the
principle that this force cannot be removed without the affirmative vote
of the U.N. Security Couneil.

Second, Secretary of State Kissinger’'s maiden United Nations
speech mentioned the importance of improving the United Nations
peacekeeping capability and the hearings also emphasized our desire
for better peacekeeping machinery. The United States and the Soviet
Union could usefully discuss the general issue of increasing the effec-
tiveness of U.N. peacekeeping as well as the specific issues of improving
the Military Staff Committee, creating a permanent. U.N. peacekeeping
force, improving the logistics and communications support for forces
in the field and insuring the ability of the T.N. force to be able to
respond quickly and effectively when needed.

(v)




VI

Third, peacekeeping efforts will succeed only if states want them to
succeed. If peacekeeping machinery is to become institutionalized and
readily available, members of the United Nations, especially the perma-
nent members of the Security Council, must move in the direction of
reconciling differences on peacekeeping operations and giving U.N.
forces more muscle.

Fourth, in the Middle East, the need for a better organized.
equipped, and financed peacekeeping foree is urgent. Such a force must
be politically neutral, have sophisticated electronic surveillance and
reconnaisance equipment, be a permanent force that cannot be removed
by one party and that exists on both sides of the border and. finally,
have a strong mandate in demilitarized zones.

It is expected that UNEF-II, the child of the post-October War
diplomacy, will resolve some of these problems and that this 6,000-man
force between Israel and Egypt will be supplemented in the near future
by a similar force along the Syrian-Israeli front as the result of an
Israeli-Syrian separation of forces agreement,

We may now have started down the road of building a lasting peace
in the strife-torn Middle East, and parties to the conflict now are
seemingly more willing to negotiate problems at the table rather than
through the barrel of a gun. The road to peace in the Middle East will
be long and there will be detours, but one of the essential ingredients
for the lengthy negotiations is an effective UTnited Nations presence
both in Geneva and in the field.

For Members of Congress and for all Americans interested in peace-
keeping and in the process of peace in the Middle East, these hearings
offer a useful, candid, and thoughtful analysis about the art of peace-

keeping in late 1973. That art is by no means well established, but right
now it may be all the world community has got.

Doxatp M. Fraser,
Chairman, Subcommittee on International
Organizations and Movements.
Lee H. Hamiuron,
C'hairman, Subcommitiee on the
Near East and South Asia.
Marca 6, 1974.
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UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1973

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Comyirree oN Fore1GN AFFAIRS,

SUBCOMMITTEES ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND

MoveMENTS AND ON THE NEAR Easr axp SourH Asia,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittees met, at 10:12 a.m., in room 2255, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on International Organizations and Movements) presiding.

Mr. Fraser. The Subcommittee on International Organizations and
Movements and the Subcommittee on the Near East and South Asia
are meeting in joint session today and tomorrow to consider the subject
of United Nations peacekeeping in the Middle East. This week seems
to be a particularly appropriate time for us to discuss this important
topic because of the attention it is now being given at the United
Nations, here in Washington and in capitals throughout the world.

The United Nations Security Council has ordered the establish-
ment of a new emergency force for the Arab-Israeli conflict. Congress
is now considering legislation providing for a financial contribution
by the United States to the new emergency force as well as other
legislation for emergency security assistance for Israel. Secretary of
State Kissinger, in his speech before the United Nations General As-
sembly in September, indicated that the United States is now prepared
to discuss with the Soviet Union ways in which a larger role for the
Security Council might be agreed upon in guidelines for future U.N.
peacekeeping operations.

The two main questions which prompted the scheduling of our
hearings are: (1) What is the current situation in the Middle East
regarding the U.N. Emergency Force and what are its chances for
success; (2) How can the longstanding United States-Soviet dead-
lock on U.N. peacekeeping be resolved in order that general guidelines
may be agreed upon to govern the finsneing and control of future U.N.
peacekeeping operations? Under the heading of these two large ques-
tions we will be interested in knowing what are the main issues in the
United States-Soviet deadlock. What is the proper role of the big
powers in T.N. peacekeeping operations? How much will the new T7.N.
Emergency Force cost the United States and what will other coun-
tries be expected to pay or contribute? Can we expect the present emer-
gency force in the Middle East to succeed where past efforts have
failed? We will be looking for answers to these and other questions
as we proceed.

(1)
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All three of our distinguished witnesses today have had long and
intimate Government experience with the problems of T.N. peace-
keeping. Ambassador Charles W. Yost concluded a brilliant 30-year
career in the U.S. Foreign Service as [J.S. permanent representative
to the United Nations. Ambassador William Schaufele in his present
assignment. to the U.S. mission to the United Nations is the U.S.
member on the U.N. Peacekeeping Committee. Adm. John M. Lee
has had experience in political and military affairs as senior military
adviser at the U.S. mission in the United Nations under Ambassador
Yost and as Assistant Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

At this time without objection we will place in the record two papers
for general background information: A study by Marjorie Ann
Browne of Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress
on U.N. Peacekeeping Forces in the Middle East, the Congo, and
Cyprus; and an article by Seymour Maxwell Finger entitled “Break-
ing the Deadlock on U.N. Peacekeeping” from the August issue of
Orbis. (See appendix, pp. 78, 81.)

The Chair asks that members withhold their questions until after
all three witnesses have completed their initial statements, At that
time we will address questions to the witnesses as a panel.

Ambassador Yost, I find your name first on the list. If you are
ready, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W, YOST, FORMER U.S. PERMANENT
REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Yosr. Thank you, Congressman.

I will address myself in my brief opening statement to the second
of the two questions that you mentioned in your statement primarily
because that is what T have had more experience in. T imagine Am-
bassador Schaufele is more up to date on the latest developments in
Middle Eastern peacekeeping than I am although I will be happy to
answer any questions that I can on that subject.

CONTROLLING CONFLICTS

Mr. Chairman, the international community has twice in this cen-
tury, in 1919 and in 1945, come to the conclusion that international
conflict must be controlled and that such control should not be left to
the hazards of unilateral action by great powers or by impromptu
military coalitions. This conclusion was based on the repeated experi-
ence of conflict breaking out in one part of the globe, spreading
rapidly over almost all of it, and before it was over wiping out tens
of millions of human lives and eausing enormous devastation.

Since 1945 this conclusion has been reinforced by other events and
experiences. First, the development of nuclear weapons and the likeli-
hood in a disorderly world of their further proliferation makes it
clear that uncontrolled conflict could destroy human civilization. Sec-
ond, in a world of more than 130 states, many of them with little ex-
perience in self-government but most of them intensely nationalistic
and substantially armed, it would seem clear that, in the absence of
control, international conflict would be more rather than less likely
than in the past. Finally, it has been demonstrated that in such a world
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an attempt by a great power to control conflict unilaterally, as in
Vietnam, is likely to fail, and risks spreading rather than confining
the conflict.

Critics of conflict control by international organizations, such as
the United Nations, point out that such control has often been ineffec-
tive and that, even when it has succeeded temporarily, it has often not
been decisive or durable. This is, of course, true. The record of failure
to control conflict by national means, however, by balance of power, by
military alliances, by great power spheres of influence, is far more
extensive and convincing, going back to the beginning of human his-
tory and lasting up to the present day.

IMPROVING PEACEKEEPING

I submit therefore that the pragmatists are not those who advocate
relying on the old methods, which have failed throughout history, but
those who wish to make prompt and substantial improvements in
United Nations peacekeeping, which has only been tried for a quarter
century, which has achieved a few remarkable successes, and which
has experienced so-called failures primarily where parties to a con-
flict have refused to resort to it at all or, having resorted to it, have
refused to abide by its recommendations or decisions.

This judgment does not at all imply that the old methods of conflict
control will not continue to have to be used in many cases until the
new methods are perfected, but merely that the old methods are ap-
pallingly unreliable, that the state of modern technology is such that
we can no longer risk muddling through, and that new methods should
therefore be perfected much more rapidly than has so far been the
case.,

Chapters VI and VII of the United Nations Charter lay down a
framework for international conflict control which is still basically
sound and requires only elaboration and implementation. Article 43
preseribes machinery for enforcement which has never been set up and
still should be. In the absence of this formal machinery ad hoc arrange-
ments for U.N. peacekeeping, with which the committee is familiar,
have been worked out over the past two decades and applied with some
success in several areas. They are now being applied again in the
Middle East.

U.8. POSITION

It is very heartening that our Secretary of State chose to emphasize
in his first address to the United Nations General Assembly last Sep-
tember the importance he attaches to T.N. peacekeeping, and to urge
agreement on new peacekeeping guidelines so that the T.N., in his
words, “can act swiftly, confidently and effectively in future crises.”
[t is even more heartening that both the United States and the Soviet
Union have, after some wavering, chosen to act primarily through TU.N.
machinery in the latest Middle East crisis and that the Soviet Union
and other Eastern European states are participating in the U.N. peace-
keeping there to an unprecedented extent.

It may be that new peacekeeping guidelines and a new effectiveness
for U.N. conflict control will be hammered out in the forge of practical
experience in the Middle East. I certainly hope so, though as history
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shows no more difficult environment for such an experience can be
imagined. If the U.N. succeeds there, it can succeed anywhere.

I should like to conclude my statement by listing the three areas of
improvement in U.N. peacekeeping which seem to me most essential.
This list should be preceded by two observations. First, the ultimate
goal should be to implement the whole charter, including article 43.
Second, no machinery, no matter how perfect in theory, will work
unless the member states, particularly the great powers, are determined
to use it faithfully, persistently and decisively.

POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS

First, far more attention should be paid to applying before con-
flict breaks out the means for pacific settlement of disputes referred
to in chapter VI of the charter. These should include close and persis-
tent attention to each serious dispute by the Security Council, acting
in many cases through a standing subcommittee. They should include
the active involvement of the Secretary General and his Under Secre-
taries in pacific settlement, the assignment by the Security Council
where appropriate of distinguished factfinders and mediators from
outside the U.N., and a willingness by the Council to insist on prior
arbitration when the outbreak of a conflict seems imminent. If the
Council is to be effectively utilized for these purposes, the permanent
members should reserve their use of the veto to cases in which they are
directly involved, as the authors of the charter contemplated, and
refrain from using it to protect other parties to disputes or conflicts
from recommendations or action deemed appropriate by the statutory
majority of the Council.

CARRYING OUT DECISTIONS

Second, more effective means must be found to carry out, if nec-
essary to enforce, the decisions or the recommendations of the Council.
If they are persistently ignored or flouted, the U.N. will fall into in-
creasing contempt, and international conflict control will fail utterly.
The T.N. cannot, at this stage of its evolution, send armies to enforce
its decisions on recalcitrant states. More effective international pres-
sures, short. of military force, must be found to resolve disputes and
settle conflicts if the world is to be spared another war. International
ostracism, arms, or economic embargoes are among the several meas-
ures that might be considered as a last resort.

Finally, there should be far more comprehensive advance prep-
arations for even the relatively elementary peacekeeping which the
U.N. now conducts. There should be established and effective proce-
dures which could be applied almost automatically as soon as the
Security Council decides that the dispatch of U.N. observers or a
peacekeeping force is necessary. Member states should be encouraged
to earmark contingents which would be immediately available for
U.N. use. The Secretary General should be authorized to maintain
a roster of such earmarked contingents, of potential commanders for
such forces, and of facilities and logistic support which would be
available to them. Some elementary joint training for such earmarked
forces should be provided, and regular military advice should be avail-
able to the Secretary General inside the TU.N. Finally, there should be
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firm agreement that all states which favor a particular peacekeeping
operation should share, according to their means, in its financial sup-
port.

Decisions upon all these matters have been held up for about 8 years
by differences among member states, principally between the United
States and the U.S.S.R. These differences are not fundamental and
could be surmounted by a little give and good will on both sides.
What is needed for this purpose is an explicit decision at the highest
level that these differences are to be ironed out within, say, 6 months
and instruetions to the respective U.N. Ambassadors to that effect.

That is all T have to volunteer, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to
answer questions.

[ Following is Ambassador Yost's prepared statement :]

UxrrEp NATIONS PEACEKEEPING

The international community has twice in this century, in 1919 and in 1945,
come to the conclusion that international conflict must be controlled and that
such control should not be left to the hazards of unilateral aetion by great
powers or by impromptu military coalitions. This conclusion was based on the
repeated experience of conflict breaking out in one part of the globe, spreading
rapidly over almost all of it, and before it was over wiping out tens of millions
of human lives and cansing enormous devastation,

Since 1945 this eonclusion has been reenforced by other events and experiences.
First, the development of nuclear weapons and the likelihood in a disorderly
world of their further proliferation makes it clear that uncontrolled conflict
could destroy human eivilization. Second, in a world of more than 130 states,
many of them with little experience in self-government but most of them in-
tensely nationalistic and substantially armed, it would seem clear that, in the
absence of control, international conflict would be more rather than less likely
than in the past. Finally, it has been demonstrated that in such a world an
attempt by a great power to control conflict unilaterally, as in Vietnam, is likely
to fail, and risks spreading rather than confining the conflict.

Crities of conflict control by international organizations, such as the United
Nations, point out that such control has often been ineffective and that, even
when it has sueceeded temporarily, it has often not been decisive or durable. This
is of course true. The record of failure to control conflict by national means,
however, by balance of power, by military alliances, by great power spheres of
influence, is far more extensive and convineing, going back to the beginning of
human history and lasting up to the present day.

I submit therefore that the pragmatists are not those who advoecate relying
on the old methods, which have failed throughout history, but those who wish to
make prompt and substantial improvements in United Nations peacekeeping,
which has only been tried for a quarter century, which has achieved a few re-
markable successes, and which has experienced so-called failures primarily
where parties to a conflict have refused to resort to it at all or, having resorted
to it, have refused to abide by its recommendations or decisions.

This judgment does not at all imply that the old methods of confliet control
will not continue to have to be used in many cases until the new methods are
perfected, but merely that the old methods are appallingly unreliable, that the
state of modern technology is such that we can no longer risk muddling through,
and that new methods should therefore he perfected much more rapidly than has
so0 far been the case,

Chapters VI and VII of the United Nations Charter lay down a framework for
international conflict control which is still basically sound and requires only
elaboration and implementation. Article 43 prescribes machinery for enforce-
ment which has never heen set up and still should be. In the absence of this
formal machinery ad hoe arrangements for TN peacekeeping, with which this
Committee is familiar, have heen worked out over the past two decades and
applied with some success in several areas. They are now being applied again in
the Middle East.
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It is very heartening that our Secretary of State chose to emphasize in his first
address to the United Nations General Assembly last September the importance
he attaches to UN peacekeeping, and to urge agreement on new peacekeeping
guidelines so that the UN, in his words, “ean act swiftly, confidently and effec-
tively in future erises.” It is even more heartening that both the United States
and the Soviet Union have, after some wavering, chosen to act primarily through
UN machinery in the latest Middle East erisis and that the Soviet Union and other
Eastern European states are participating in UN peacekeeping there to an un-
precedented extent.

It may be that new peacekeeping guidelines and a new effectiveness for UN
conflict control will be hammered out in the forge of practical experience in the
Middle East. 1 certainly hope so, though as history shows no more difficult
environment for such an experience can be imagined, If the UN succeeds there it
can suceeed anywhere,

I should like to conclude my statement by listing the three areas of improve-
ment in UN peacekeeping which seems to me most essential. This list should be
preceded by two observations. First, the ultimate goal should be to implement
the whole Charter, including article 43. Second, no machinery, no matter how
perfect in theory, will work unless the member states, particularly the great
powers, are determined to use it faithfully, persistently and decisively.

One. First, far more attention should be paid to applying before conflict breaks
out the means for pacific seitlement of disputes referred to in Chapter VI of the
Charter. These should include close and persistent attention to each serious dis-
pute by the Security Council, acting in many cases through a standing subcom-
mittee. They should include the active involvemsnt of the Seereta ry General and
his Undersecretaries in pacific settlement, the assignment hy the Security Council
where appropriate of distingnished fact-finders and mediators from outside the
UN, and a willingness by the Couneil to insist on prior arbitration when the out-
break of a conflict seems imminent. If the Council is to be effectively ntilized
for these purposes, the permanent members should reserve their use of the veto
to eases in which they are directly involved, as the authors of the Charter con-
templated, and refrain from using it to protect other parties to disputes or con-
flicts from recommendations or action deemed appropriate by the statutory
majority of the Counecil.

Two. Second, more effective means must be found to carry out, if necessary to
enforee the decisions or the recommendations of the Council. If they are per-
sistently ignored or flouted, the UN will fall into increasing contempt and in-
ternational conflict control will fail utterly. The UN cannot, at this stage of its
evolution, send armies to enforce its decisions on recaleitrant states. More effec-
tive international pressures, short of military forece, must be found to resolve
disputes and settle conflicts if the world is to be spared another war. International
ostracism, arms or economic embargoes, are among the several measures that
might be considered as a last resort.

Three. Finally, there should be far more comprehensive advance preparations
for even the relatively elementary peacekeeping which the UN now conducts,
There should he established and effective procedures which could be applied
almost automatically as soon as the Security Council decides that the dispatch
of UN observers or a peacekeeping force is necessary. Member states should be
encouraged to earmark contingents which would be immediately available for
UN use. The Secretary General should be anthorized to maintain a roster of such
earmarked contingents, of potential commanders for such forces, and of facilities
and logistic support which would be available to them. Some elementary joint
training for such earmarked forees should be provided and regular military
advice should be available to the Secretary General inside the UN, Finally, there
should be firm agreement that all states which favor a particular peacekeeping
operation should share, according to their means, in its financial support.

Decisions upon all these matters have been held up for abount eight years by
differences among member states, principally between the US and the USSR,
These differences are not fundamental and could be surmounted by a little give
and good will on both sides. What is needed for this purpose is an explicit decision
at the highest level that these differences are to be ironed out within say, six
months and instructions to the respective UN Ambassadors to that effect.,

That is all T have to volunteer, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to answer
questions.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador, for a very
precise and clear statement.
Ambassador Schaufele.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. SCHAUFELE, SENIOR POLITICAL
ADVISER, U.S. MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. ScaavreLe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It gives me a great deal of pleasure to appear before the subcom-
mittee this morning to discuss United Nations peacekeeping. As an
American citizen, I am especially gratified that you are holding hear-
ings on a subject which is the primary objective of the United Nations
Charter and of diplomacy itself. One important reason which led me
to welcome an assignment at the U.S. Mission to the United Nations
was the inclusion of peacekeeping as one of my principal respon-
sibilities.

DEADLOCK ON PEACEKEEPING

As you know, the U.N, Special Committee on Peacekeeping Opera-
tions has been virtually deadlocked for several years, after having
made some initial progress in its efforts to reach agreement on the
guidelines governing future peacekeeping operations. It is no secret
that the major obstacle has been a difference between the United States
and the Soviet Union regarding the respective authority and respon-
sibilities of the Secretary General and the Security Council. The So-
viet Union has steadfastly supported the principle that the Security
Council be responsible for day-to-day peacekeeping operations, thus
making any decision subject to the veto. The United States, on the
other hand, has emphasized the necessity of leaving nearly all opera-
tional decisions to the Secretary General and the force commander in
the interests of efficiency and effective peacekeeping.

Secretary of State Kissinger signaled a willingness to take a new
look at T7.S. policy in his September 24 speech to the TI.N. General As-
sembly when he said :

_The time has come to agree on peacekeeping guidelines so that this organiza-

tion can act swiftly, confldently and effectively in future crises, To break the
deadlock the United States is prepared fo consider how the Security Council
can play a more central role in the conduet of peacekeeping operations,

We are now exploring possibilities which would help achieve that
end. In doing so, we hope that we can break the deadlock, facilitate
the rapid establishment of peacekeeping operations in response to crisis
situations, and achieve an agreement which accommodates the con-
cerns of all. However, we expect other delegations, including the Soviet
[nion, which have significant peacekeeping interests and responsi-
bilities to respond to the U.S. move.

ENCOURAGEMENT IN MIDDLE EAST

The peacekeeping operation in the Middle East which established
a new U.N. Emergency Force encourages us to believe that an accept-
able compromise may be attainable. Before going into the lessons of
UNEF or the establishment of peacekeeping guidelines, I would like
to describe briefly the genesis of that operation.

When it was demonstrated that the cease-fire established by Security
Council Resolution 338 and reiterated in Resolution 339 was at best
a fragile thing, the Security Council on October 25 adopted Resolu-
tion 340 which set up the force under the authority of the Security
Couneil and requested the Secretary General to report on the steps
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taken to this effect. The Secretary General submitted a comprehen-
sive report the following day. On October 27, the Security ('n}mrll
adopted Resolution 341 which approved the Secretary General’s re-
port and established the Force for a 6-month period at an estimated
cost of $30 million. _
In the resolution providing for the financing of the Force. the prin-
ciple of collective responsibility has been accepted. Although the
United States wonld have preferred that the operation be financed on
the regular scale of assessments, we acceded to a compromise accept-
able to the overwhelming majority of the membership. However, a
special seale has been devised, and the United States and the other
permanent members of the Security Council will pay 15 percent more
than their scale of assessment for the regular budget. Developing
countries will pay 80 or 90 percent less than their normal scale.

COMPOSING A FORCE

The delay in final approval of the Secretary General’s report was
due primarily to extensive, intricate, and time-consuming consulta-
tions on the composition of the Force. The United States proposed an
amendment to the original eight-power draft which would exclude
contingents from the permanent members of the Security Council.
This amendment was adopted despite the reservations of the Soviet
Union, France, and Great Britain. We believe that regardless of their
special responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and
security, it is often desirable that the permanent members be excluded
in order to prevent polarization or confrontation which could have
effects in or beyond the area in which the Force would operate.

The Soviets believe very strongly that the “Western® nations have
dominated U.N. peacekeeping activities in the past. They particularly
noted that the first UNEF contingents which were withdrawn from
the peacekeeping operation in Cyprus comprised of Swedes, Finns., and
Austrians whom, though neutral. the Soviets tend to describe as
“Western.” The United States, however, was and isin the first instance
concerned with the effectiveness of the Force and the impartiality of
the contributing countries as to the issnes and the parties concerned
in the dispute. The terms of reference of UNEF concerning the geo-
graphie distribution of the Force, represent a compromise with which
we are not entirely satisfied and which we certainly do not regard as a
precedent.

WORKING WITHOUT AGREED GUIDELINES

What. then, can we learn from the establishment of the U.N. Emer-
gency Force in the absence of agreed gnidelines? First. it has heen
demonstrated that the U.N. for the benefit of all. can interpose itself
in certain conflict situations. It cannot only improve the situation on
the ground. but also, we have reason to hope. it can provide a means
by which the parties to a conflict can construet a permanent settle-
ment of their differences.

Second, we are encouraged by the fact that. in the case of the new
UNEF, there was no argument at all abont the primacy of the Security
Council, That is as it should be. The Secretary General proposed the
terms of reference, and the Council approved them. Since this is a
“consent operation,” not an enforcement action under article 42 of the
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U.N. Charter, the Security Council wisely enlisted the full cooperation
of the parties concerned. The Council defined the mandate, established
the maximum size of the Force, provided for equitable financing of the
operation, and gave its consent to other decisions before the operation
could be launched. .

Another lesson is that the terms of reference approved by the Secur-
ity Council involved, in several instances. departures from positions
previously held by several delegations in discussing peacekeeping
guidelines in more theoretical terms. Our Government made such con-
cessions, and so have others. That is a healthy development, proving
that it may not be necessary to formulate guidelines so detailed as we
had previously believed. In particular cases, we may find that agree-
ment can—and perhaps should—be reached on either broader or nar-
rower terms of reference as the situation may require. Thus, the de-
velopments of late October and November provide practical examples
of how some knotty problems discussed in the Peacekeeping Committee
for years were resolved at a time of international erisis. We discovered
that a peacekeeping operation could in fact be established without
predetermined guidelines,

Therefore, we believe that the Peacekeeping Committee in its future
work shounld not negleet the important lessons which we can draw from
the way in which this operation was established. especially concerning,
such important matters as the establishment. financing, composition,
size, and manner of termination of peacekeeping operations. Rather
than taking comfort from our ability to establish UNEF in the absence
of guidelines, we should seize the opportunity which this operation
presents us in order to pursue, perhaps in more imaginative and gen-

eral ways, the goal which we have been seeking for 8 years in the Peace-
keeping Committee. Thank you. )
[ Following is Mr. Schaufele’s prepared statement : ]

UxrrEn NATIONS PEACEKEEPING

It gives me a great deal of pleasure to appear before the subcommittee this
morning to discuss United Nations peacekeeping. As an American citizen, T am
especially gratified that yon are holding hearings on a subjeet which is the pri-
mary objective of the United Nations Charter and of diplomacy itself. One im-
portant reason which led me to welcome an assignment at the United States Mis-
sion to the United Nations was the inclusion of peacekeeping as one of my prin-
cipal responsibilities,

As you know, the UN Special Committee on Peacekeeping Operations has been
virtually deadlocked for several years, after having made some initial Progress
in its efforts to reach agreement on the gnidelines governing future peacekeeping
operations. It is no secret that the major obstacle has been a difference between
the T.8. and the Soviet Union regarding the respective authority and respon-
sibilities of the Secretary General and the Security Council. The Soviet Union has
steadfastly supported the prineciple that the Security Couneil be responsible for
day-to-day peacekeeping operations, thus making any decision subject to the veto.
The U.S., on the other hand, has emphasized the necessity of leaving nearly all
operational decisions to the Secretary General and the force commander in the
interests of efficiency and effective peacekeeping.

Secretary of State Kissinger signalled a willingness to take a new look at U.S.
policy in his September 24 speech to the UN General Assembly when he said:

The time has come to agree on peacekeeping guidelines so that this organi-
zation ean act swiftly, confidently and effectively in future erises. To break
the deadlock the 1.8, is prepared to consider how the Security Council can
play a more central role in the conduct of peacekeeping operations.

We are now exploring possibilities which would help achieve that end. In do-
ing so, we hope that we can break the deadlock, facilitate the rapid establishment
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of peacekeeping operations in response fto crisis situations, and achieve an agree-
ment which accommodates the concerns of all. However, we expect other delega-
tions, including the Soviet Union, which have significant peacekeeping interests
and responsibilities to respond to the U.S. move.

The peacekeeping operation in the Middle East which established a new UN
Emergency Force encourages us to believe that an acceptable compromise may
be attainable. Before going into the lessons of UNEF or the establishment of
peacekeeping guidelines, I would like to deseribe briefly the genesis of that
operation,

When it was demonstrated that the ceasefire established by Security Couneil
Resolution 338 and reiterated in Resolution 339 was at best a fragile thing, the
Security Council on October 25 adopted Resolution 340 which set up the force
under the authority of the Security Council and requested the Seeretary General
to report on the steps taken to this effect. The Secretary General submitted a
comprehensive report the following day. On October 27 the Seeurity Council
adopted Resolution 341 which approved the Secretary General's report and estab-
lished the force for a six-month period at an estimated cost of $30 million. In the
resolution providing for the financing of the force the principle of collective re-
sponsibility has been accepted. Although the 1.8. would have preferred that the
operation be financed on the regular seale of assessments, we acceded to a com-
promise acceptable to the overwhelming majority of the membership. However,
a special seale has been devised and the U.S. and the other permanent members of
the Security Council, will pay 15 percent more than their seale of assessment for
the regular budget. Developing countries will pay 80 or 90 percent less than their
normal scale,

The delay in final approval of the Secretary General’s report was due primarily
to extensive, intricate and time-consuming consultations on the composition of
the force. The U.S. proposed an amendment to the original eight-power draft
which would exclude contingents from the permanent members of the Security
Council. This amendment was adopted despite the reservations of the Soviet
Union, France and Great Britain. We believe that regardless of their special
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security, it is often
desirable that the permanent members be excluded in order to prevent polariza-
tion or confrontation which could have effects beyond the area in which the
force would operate,

The Soviets believe very strongly that the “western” nations have dominated
UN peacekeeping activities in the past. They particularly noted that the first
UNEF contingents which were withdrawn from the peacekeeping operation in
Cyprus comprised Swedes, Finns and Austrians, whom, though neuntral, the
Soviets tend to describe as “western”. The T.8., however. was and is in the first
instance concerned with the effectiveness of the foree and the impartiality of the
contributing countries as to the issues and the parties concerned in the dispute.
The terms of reference of UNEF coneerning the geographic distribution of the
force represent a compromise with which we are not entirely satisfied and which
we certainly do not regard as a precedent.

What then can we learn from the establishment of the UN Emergency Force
in the absence of agreed guidelines? First, it has been demonst rated that the UN,
for the benefit of all, can interpose itself in certain conflict situations, It can not
only improve the sitnation on the ground, but also, we have reason to hope, it can
provide a means by which the parties to a conflict can construet a permanent set-
tlement of their differences. Second, we are encouraged by the fact that, in the
case of the new UNEF, there was no argunment at all about the primacy of the
Security Council. That is at it should be. The Secretary General proposed the
terms of reference and the Council approved them. Since this is a “consent
operation”, not an enforcement action under Article 42 of the UN Charter, the
Security Council wisely enlisted the full cooperation of the parties concerned, The
Council defined the mandate, established the maximum size of the force, pro-
vided for equitable financing of the operation and gave its consent to other deci-
sions before the operation could be launched,

Another lesson is that the terms of reference approved by the Security Council
involved, in several instances, departures from positions previously held by
several delegations in diseussing peacekeeping guidelines in more theoretical
terms. Our government made such concessions, and so have others. That is a
healthy development, proving that it may not be necessary to formulate guide-
lines so detailed as we had previously believed. In partienlar cases we may find
that agreement can—and perhaps should—be reached on either broader or nar-
rower terms of reference as the situation may require. Thus the developments of
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late October and November provide practical examples of how some knotty prob-
lems discussed in the Peacekeeping Committee for years were resolved at a time
of international crisis. We discovered that a peacekeeping operation eould in faet
be established without predetermined gnidelines,

Therefore we believe that the Peacekeeping Committee in its future work
should not neglect the important lessons which we can draw from the way in
which this operation was established, especially concerning such important mat-
ters as the establishment, financing, composition, size and manner of termination
of peacekeeping operations. Rather than taking comfort from our ability to estab-
lish UNEF in the absence of guidelines, we should seize the opportunity which
this operation presents us in order to pursue, perhaps in more imaginative and
general ways, the goal which we have been seeking for eight years in the peace-
keeping committee. Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. That is a very informa-
tive statement.

The third witness is Admiral Lee.

STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. JOHN LEE (RETIRED), FORMER ASSIST-
ANT DIRECTOR, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY,
AND FORMER SENIOR MILITARY ADVISER, U.S. MISSION TO
THE UNITED NATIONS

Admiral Lee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the subcommittees. T am
honored by this opportunity to appear before you.

Let me say to begin with that, after 42 years in the Navy, T have for
the past 8 months been enjoying the delights of retirement in St.
Petersburg, Fla. My information on current Middle East operations
is, therefore, derived, almost exclusively. from Walter Cronkite and

the St. Petersburg Times. Fortunately, you have other witnesses well
qualified to speak on the present events; I will address myself to some
general aspects of the U.N.’s peacekeeping.

INSTITUTIONALIZING PEACEKEEPING

Specifically, T would like to touch on two problems that seem cen-
tral to improving and developing U.N. peacekeeping. These problems
are, first, mstitutionalization—what organization and relationships at
U.N. Headquarters might be feasible and would be effective for better
controlling peacekeeping—and, second, great power participation—
should we now begin to favor, rather than oppose, participation in
peacekeeping operations by the veto powers and other major powers.

Taking institutionalization first, the lead question is, “Is it neces-
sary ¢” The T.N. h~s been able to conduct a series of peacekeeping
operations with its present ad hoe methods. Can it not continue to do
so? The answer is, of course, that it can; it is indeed doing so today
in the Middle East. But it does so at substantial cost in confusion and
'eross-purposes, with substantial risk of immobility or damaging
reverses in future crises, and only by accepting severe limitations on
the most that peacekeeping might hope to accomplish in the future.

In the words of Prof. Lawrence Finkelstein., “The best that might
be attainable under these circumstances would be more of the improv-
isation at the brink of disaster that has characterized T.N. peace-
keeping in the past * * * This is not good enough. if our objective
is to develop a stronger peacekeeping tool. Further, it would seem at
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least. possible that the recent movements in the relationships among
the chief world power centers, plus the stimulus of the Arab-Israeli
situation, might now make useful institutional agreements feasible.

There are dozens of blueprints for such agreements, and I will not
bother you with another one. The long efforts of the Committee of
33, however, have defined the essence of the problem and suggest the
area where compromise might be possible and where it could produce
a workable result.

QUESTION OF CONTROL

The heart of the debate in the Committee of 33 and its working
group was, of course, control as Ambassador Schaufele has just
emphasized. Agreement on control would, I believe, break the dead-
lock.

Taken to an extreme, the U.S. position on control would delegate
entire control of a peacekeeping operation to the Secretary General,
subject only to an initial authorization and some consultation. At its
extreme, the Soviet position would have all decisions, operational as
well as other, made by the Secretary Council or an agency of the
Council. This would make all operations, including the operation as a
whole, continuously dependent on active day-by-day approval or at
least abstention by each one of the veto powers. That U.S. position
gives the Secretary General more independent authority than the
Soviet Union will tolerate, and perhaps more than we would wish in
many cases. That Soviet position is probably flatly unworkable. How-
ever, there does seem to be a usable middle ground.

Such a middle ground could have these characteristics:

The United States would concede that not only the original authori-
zation, but a number of other specified key decisions, would require
affirmative approval by the Secretary Counecil. These would have to
include some decisions made not only at the start of an operation but
during its course. Possible examples: designation and replacement
of the commander, size and composition of the force—within reason-
able tolerances—and changes thereto, general mission and broad
tasks assigned, also including changes, and expenditure limitations.
Perhaps approval of the participating nations would have to be
included. And as an ultimate point, the United States might accept a
provision that other sigmificant operational decisions, not inecluded
in the specific list, would be subject to Council review and become
inoperative if not approved within, say, 90 days.

SOME AGREEMENT

The Soviet Union would concede that the Secretary General would
be the executive for carrying out the operations, with authority for
all negotiations and operations within the authorizations.

Both sides could agree that an Operations Committee of the Clouneil
would be constituted, to be consulted on decisions and kept currently
informed on the progress of operations by the Secretary General. Both
sides would also. T hope, agree to resurrect and staff the Military Staff
C'ommittee to function not in the operational chain of command but
as military advisors to the Council and further to be assigned by the
C'ouncil to support the Secretary General.

Parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, while T will resist the temptation
to go further into the Military Staff Committee than you would prob-
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ably wish, T brought along a copy of a brief talk on the subject I
gave last year to a seminar held by the International Peace Academy
embodying my own views. If you will permit me, T will give the copy
to your staff for anyone who is interested in the MSC (see appendix,
p. 92).

What such agreements would accomplish would be to permit active
and authoritative overseeing of operations by the Security Council
and give the Council the tools and relationships to exercise its over-
seeing without hamstringing the Secretary General. On the other
hand, it would affirmatively set up the Secretary General as the execu-
tive, which is essential in order to use his personal relationships and
influence and the resources of the Secretariat, and it would support
the Secretary General, in addition, with a needed military staff.

If something on the foregoing lines were accepted by the United
States and the Soviet Union on the problem of control, the other
organizational and doctrinal questions would. I believe, be man-
ageable. Further, with the exception of the People’s Republic of
China—on whose position I have no knowledge whatever—such a
package would seem to be salable, probably with some modifications,
to the interested countries.

IMPROVING U.N. PERFORMANCE

Such agreements would make life more difficult for the Secretary
General. They could, however, be the basis for getting on at last with
active planning, preparation and readiness, and with greatly improved
management and control, of peacekeeping operations. The agreed

and stimulated organization would then have, if and when needed, a
greater capability not only for tasks of the present order but also for
even more demanding and threatening operations.

I am sure it is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that an underlying assump-
tion of these thoughts is that T.N. peacekeeping cannot—at least not
any longer—be made to serve the private purposes of any great
power, including ourselves. Its function must be restricted to im-
partial and generally agreed upon prevention, control, or amelioration
of violence or the threat of violence. The measures I have discussed
postulate general agreement on any given peacekeeping operation,
or at least no active opposition, among the veto powers and a large
majority of other States. Without this, U.N. peacekeeping has little
potential in any case.

May I now say a word or two on the subject of participation by
the veto powers on peacekeeping operations. If the assumption is
correct that we are coming into an era when U.N. peacekeeping will
be clearly understood as impartial and cooperative, the chief objec-
tions to great power paidcipation will be removed.

The value of grant power participation is not decisive in the essen-
tially constabulary operations now in hand. If, however, we hope in
time for greater U.N. potential, for the capacity to ~ocntrol larger,
fluid, and possibly combatant situations—say something again of the
scale of the Congo—then we will need the complex military resources
of the principal powers who possess the projectable forces.

It is time, I believe, to start working in that direction.

[Vice Admiral Lee’s prepared statement follows:]
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DEVELOPING AND IMPROVING PEACEKEEPING

I am honored by this opportunity to appear before you.

Let me say to begin with that, after forty-two years in the Navy, I have
for the past eight months been enjoying the delights of retirement in St. Peters-
burg, Florida. My information on current Middle East operations is, therefore,
derived, almost exclusively, from Walter Cronkite and the St. Petersburg Times.
Fortunately, you have other witnesses well qualified to speak on the present
events; I will address myself to some general aspeects of the U.N.'s peacekeeping.

Specifically, I would like to touch on two problems that seem central to
improving and developing U.N. peacekeeping. These problems are, first, institu-
tionalization—what organization and relationships at U.N, Headquarters might
be fegsible and would be effective for befter controlling peacekeeping—and,
second, great power participation—should we now begin to favor, rather than
oppose, participation in peacekeeping operations by the veto powers and other
major powers.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Taking institutionalization first, the lead question is, “Is it necessary?’ The
TU.N. has been able to conduct a series of peacekeeping operations with its present
ad hoe methods. Can it not continue to do so? The answer is, of course, that
it ean; it is indeed doing so today in the Middle East. But it does so at sub-
stantial ecost in confusion and cross-purpose, with substantial risk of immobility
or damaging reverses in future crises, and only by accepting severe limitations
on the most that peacekeeping might hope to accomplish in the future. In the
words of Professor Lawrence Finkelstein “the best that might be attainable
under these circumstances wouid be more of the improvisation at the brink
of disaster that has characterized U.N. peacekeeping in the past. . . .” This
is not good enough, if our objective is to develop a stronger peacekeeping tool.
Further, it would seem at least possible that the recent movements in the
relationships among the chief world power centers, plus the stimulus of the
Arab-Israeli gituation, might now make useful institutional agreements feasible.

There are dozens of blueprints for such agreements. I will not bother you
with another one. The long efforts of the Committee of 33, however, have defined
the essence of the problem, and suggest the area where compromise might be
possible and where it could produce a workable result,

The heart of the debate in the Committee of 33 and its Working Group was,
of course, control. Agreement on control would, I believe, break the deadlock.

Taken to an extreme, the T.S. position on control would delegate entire con-
trol of a peacekeeping operation to the Seeretary General, subjeet only to an
initial authorization and some consultation. At its exterme, the Soviet posi-
tion would have all decisions, operational as well as other, made by the Security
Council or an agency of the Council. This would make all operations, including
the operation as a whole, continuously dependent on active day-by-day approval
or at least abstention by each one of the veto powers. That 1.S. position gives
the Secretary General more independent authority than the Soviet Union will
tolerate, and perhaps more than we would wish in many eases. That Soviet posi-
tion is probably flatly unworkable. However, there does seem to he a usable
middle ground.

Such a middle ground eould have these characteristics :

The U.S. would concede that not only the original authorization, but a num-
her of other specified key decisions, would require affirmative approval by the
Security Council. These would have fo include some decisions made not only at
the start of an operation, but during its course, Possible examples : designation
and replacement of the Commander, size and composition of the force (within
reasonable tolerances) and changes thereto, general mission and broad tasks
assigned, also including changes, and expenditure limitations, Perhaps approval
of the participating nations would have to be included. And as an ultimate
point, the U.S, might accept a provision that other significant operational de-
cisions, not included in the speeific list, wonld be subject to Couneil review and
become inoperative if not approved within, say, ninety days.

The Soviet Union would concede that the Secretary General wounld be the
Executive for carrying out the operations, with authority for all negotiations and
operations within the authorizations.

Both sides could agree that an Operations Committee of the Council wonld bhe
constituted, to be consulted on decisions and kept currently informed on the
progress of operations by the Secretary General. Both sides would also, T hope,
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agree to resurrect and staff the Military Staff Committee, to funetion not in the
operational chain of command, but as military advisors to the Council, and
further assigned, by the Council, to support the Secretary General.

(Parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, while T will resist the temptation to go
further into the Military Staff Committee than you would probably wish, I
brought along a copy of a brief talk on the subject I gave last year to a seminar
held by the International Peace Academy embodying my own views. If yon will
permit me, I will give the copy to your staff for anyone who is interested in the
MS(C.)

What such agreements would aceomplish would be to permit aetive and
authoritative overseeing of operations by the Seeurity Counecil, and give the
Council the tools and relationships to exercise its overseeing, without hamstring-
ing the Secretary General. On the other hand, it would affirmatively set up the
Secretary General as the Executive, which is essential in order to use his per-
sonal relationships and influence and the resources of the Secretariat, and
would support the Secretary General, in addition, with a needed military staff.

If something on the foregoing lines were accepted by the U.8. and the Soviet
Union on the problem of control, the other organizational and doctrinal ques-
tions would, T beleive, be manageable. Further, with the exception of the Peo-
ple's Republie of China—on whose position T have no knowledge—such a pack-
age would seem to me to be saleable, probably with some modifications, to the
interested countries.

Sueh agreements would make life more difficult for the Seeretary General.
They could, however, be the basis for getting on at last with active planning,
preparation, and readiness, and with greatly improved management and con-
trol, of peacekeeping operations. The agreed and stimulated organization would
then have, if and when needed, a greater eapability not only for tasks of the
present order, but also for even more demanding and threatening operations.

I am sure it is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that an underlying assumption of these
thonghts is that U.N. peacekeeping cannot—at least not any longer—be made
to serve the private purposes of any great power, including ourselves. Its func-
fion must be restricted to impartial and generally agreed upon prevention, con-
trol, or amelioration of violence or the threat of violence. The measures I have
discussed postulate general agreement on any given peacekeeping operation, or
at least no active opposition, among the veto powers and a large majority of
other states, Withont this, U.N. peacekeeping has little potential in any case.

PARTICIPATION BY GREAT POWERS

May I now say a word or two on the subject of participation by the veto
powers in peacekeeping operations. If the assumption is correct that we are
coming into an era when U.N, peacekeeping will be clearly understood as im-
partial and cooperative, the chief objections to great power participation will be
removed,

The value of great power participation is not decisive in the essentially con-
stabulary operations now in hand. If, however, we hope in time for greater TU.N.
potential, for the capacity to control larger, fluid, and pessibly combatant sit-
nations—say something again of the scale of the Congo—then we will need the
complex military resources of the principal powers who possess the projectable
rlir{‘i“.“{.

It is time, I believe, to start working in that direction.

Mr, Chairman, that concludes my statement.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Admiral, for a very helpful
statement.
Chairman Hamilton.

PRESENT SOVIET POLICY

Mr. Hamrmron. Gentlemen, we appreciate your statements very
much ; they are most helpful.

I would like to talk about the present peacekeeping force in the Mid-
dle East and direct your attention to that if I may.
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So far at least the Soviet Union has not been uncooperative in this
peacekeeping effort and I suppose you could make a case for it being
cooperative. Do you detect in this any basic change of attitude by the
Soviet Union toward peacekeeping operations?

Mr. Scnavreee. If T could respond to that question, Mr. Congress-
man, we have not detected any basic change. T would say in this par-
ticular case that we have some elements which have elicited Soviet
cooperation. One is the basic agreement between the United States and
the Soviet Union starting with the agreement to submit a cease-fire
proposal to the Security Council as being in the interest of both coun-
tries. The additional cooperation T think stems from that particular
act.

The presentation of a resolution by the nonalined members of the
Security Council for a peacekeeping operation was a very important
factor for the Soviet Union because they tend wherever possible to
support the positon of the nonalined. T think that one of the key factors
in the handling of the peacekeeping operation within the United
Nations mechanism is that the Soviet Union for the first time to my
knowledge explicitly acknowledged the principle of collective re-
sponsibility and peacekeeping actions undertaken by the Security
Council and has expressed its readiness to pay.

LENGTH OF PRESENT COMMITMENT

Mr. Haminron. For how long?

Mr. Scravrere. Well, the force is set up provisionally for 6 months
with a renewal provision for another 6 months but it would have to be
acted upon again at the end of that 6 months. So although T have not
detected any basic change in the Soviet position, T think the Soviet
cooperation is indeed welcome in this case. The fact that the Soviets
did agree to terms of reference which are in violation of some of their
expressed ideas about peacekeeping is also encouraging but we have
had no indication so far on any change in their basic approach to
peacekeeping itself.

Mr. Hamiurox. The Soviets are committed now for a period of 6
months, is that right ?

Mr. Scuavrere, Yes.

Mr. Hamiron. At the end of that period the Security Council
must act again.

Mr. ScaavreLe. Yes; it would be a renewal action.

PAYING FOR PEACEKEEPING

Mr. Hamrrron. And their financing arrangements are the same as
ours? I think you mentioned that each of the permanent members
will pay 15 percent more than their scale of assessments in the regular
budget.

Mr. Scaaurere. That is correct.

Mr. Hasmrrron. Ts this the first time they have participated in peace-
keeping financial operations?

Mr. Scmavrere. T think it is. They have withheld on past peace-
keeping operations for various reasons, either that they were illegal
or that the operation engaged in illegal acts or that the operation was
set up by the General Assembly as opposed to the Security Council.




THE U.N. AND ISRAEL

Mr. Haaiuron. Over the years there have been certain tensions and
disagreements between the U.N. peacekeeping operatives and the state
of Tsracl. What is your feeling of that situation now ? Do you think the
attitude of Israel toward []('.lii"\('{ ping has improved at all?

Mr. Scuavrere. Certainly in comparison to the last UNEF which
[srael did not accept the Israeli position has changed somewhat. They
did accept this force. The only eaveat that they have put on it is
that contingents from countries which do not have diplomatic rela-
tions with Israel cannot operate in Israeli controlled territory. So
far that has not proved to be a serious impediment because the force
is composed of contingents from countries which have relations with
Israel and others which do not.

Mr. Hasruron. Arve there any guarantees this time that you could
not have a withdrawal of the ]wuolmo]mw forces like you had in
May 1967 which was one of the factors in triggering the June war?

Mr. Scrmavrere. There is no gnarantee, Mr. Chairman. However,
the operation is for a specific period of time and implicit in that is that
to bring it to an end any earlier would require a return to the Secre-
tary Clouncil for its approval.

THE MANDATE OF THE NEW FORCE

Mr. Hasnron. What precisely is the mandate of the peacekeeping
force there now ?

Mr. Sciavrene. Well, the mandate is based on the implementation
of the cease-fire, and the mandate. specifically in operative paragraph
1 of the resolution, demands that “immediate and complete cease-fire
be observed and that the parties return ln the positions occupied by
them at 1650 hours G.m.t. on October 22, 1973.” Then it goes on to
request the Secretary General to set up Hn- force and report to the
Council, and so forth. So that is the specific mandate.

Now if I could get back to your previous question. In Resolution 341
which implements 340, the second paragraph states. “Decides that the
force shall be established in accordance with the above-mentioned
report. for an initial period of 6 months.” That is fairly clear lan-
guage for U.N. documents.

Mr. Hasron. What is the size of that force?

Mr. Scravrere. The ultimate size of the force 1s 7.000. It is not nec-
essary to have 7.000 men. that is the maximum size of the force.

Mr. Hasron. How many are on it now ?

Mr. Scravrere. In place at the present time are 3407, and the pro-
posed totals on the basis of contingents which ave schednled to arrive
shortly would be 6,057. ;

THE SYRIAN FRONT

My, Hasirrox. How many of these are at the Syrian front and how
many at the Egyptian?

Mr. Scravrere. None at the Syrian front. There has not vet been
an arrangement made to place UNEF at the Syrian front. The 3407
are now all at the Egyptian-TIsraeli front.

Mr. WiLsox. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Hayirron. Yes.
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Mr. Wirson. On that point, Mr. Ambassador, although there may
not be any U.N. forces on the ground to the Syrian front, there is a
rather rigid line that is being observed under the auspices of the
United Nations resolutions by both the Syrians and the Israelis. Isn’t
that correct?

Mr. ScuAavrELE. Yes.

Mr. Wison. Tt simply does not have any U.N. soldiers standing
on it.

Mr. Scuavrere. It does have the U.N. Supervisory Organization,
and there are observers there but they are not part of UNEF.

I would like to correct myself, Mr. Chairman. The Soviets do pay
for the operation of the U.N. Truce Supervisory Organization in the
Middle East and for the observer mission in Kashmir.

REPORTING VIOLATIONS

Mr. Hamruron. When you have violations in the cease-fire as evi-
dently occurred in recent days, what happens? What do the peace-
keeping forces do?

Mr. ScravreLe. T could not really answer that question in any de-
tail. T know in several cases what is done. There was a breach of the
cease-fire on the Israeli-Syrian front over the weekend, in which there
was a heavy exchange of artillery and tank fire. The U.N. observer in
the area went immediately to both sides, discussed it with them and
called for a cease-fire or a restoration of the cease-fire no later than 12
noon of that day. His consultations were effective. and actually the
cease-fire was reinstituted an hour and a half earlier than the dead-
line. So it is an advantage to both sides to stop the shooting or stop
the movement.

Mr. Yosr. Could T make a comment on that ?

Mr. HamiuroN. Surely.

Mr. Yost. This action that Mr. Schaufele deseribes is all that the ob-
servers can do—to report the violation, attempt to negotiate its end
and the reestablishment of the cease-fire. Of course, it is contemplated
that when the UNEF force is fully in place, it will oceupy a buffer
zone between the two forces and hence would be in a position effec-
tively to prevent any violations on the ground of the case-fire.

Mr. Haxarrox. Is the peacekeeping force deployed on both sides
of the line ?

Mr. ScaUFELE, Yes.

Mr. Hayiutox. Tt istoday ?

Mr. ScaavreLE. Tt is now ; yes, sir.

Mr. Hasruron. How does this foree now there compare with the
force that was there in 1967, in size ?

Mr. Scaavrere. It will be about the same size. although the earlier
force which at its height was around 7,000, was gradually reduced, 1
think. to about 2.500 by the time it left in 1967.

INSURING DEMILITARIZATION

Mr. Hamruron. If the peace negotiations succeed in establishing
some kinds of demilitarized zones and so forth. would it be expected
that the peacekeeping force would play a role in that demilitarization
or in the withdrawal implementation ?
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Mr. Scravrere. T am not privy to all the possible options that may
be open on this particular subject. but certainly over the years this is
one of the possibilities that has been seriously considered.

Mr. Hayivron. Could it do that under its present mandate ?

Mr. ScuavreLe. No, it could not.

Mr. Hayiuron. That would have to be taken back to the Security
Council then ?

Mr. ScnavreLe. Yes, or upon agreement of the parties.

Mr. Yost. During all of the negotiations that I took part in over
the years after the 6-day war, it was contemplated that if there could
be an agreement between the parties involving demilitarized zones,
the [nited Nations Forces would occupy those zones and police them
and help to maintain them.

Mr. Haymuron. Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Gross.

SITUATION IN 1967

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have several questions,

What would happen if the situation of 1967 was repeated when
Israel told the TN, Forces to get out of the way hecause they were
coming through ?

Mr. Wrirsox. Would you yield ?

Mr. GGross. Beg pardon ?

Mr. Fraser. What year?

Mr. Gross. I said 1967. That is what happened in 1967.

Mr. FreLiNgrUYsEN. No: Israel didn’t do it.

Mr. Gross. Israel didn’t do what?

Mr, Freuingauysen. She didn’t tell them to get out of the way.

Mr. Gross. Well, Tsrael went on the offensive.

Mr. Freninenuysen. She didn't tell the United Nations Forces to
get out of the way, is all T said, Mr. Gross. I am not saying that she
was engaged in hostilities.

Mr. Fraser. Perhaps we can let the witness respond to the question.

Mr. Yosr. I think what happened was that the Egyptian Govern-
ment asked that the UNEF be withdrawn, and it was in the process
of being withdrawn when the war broke out. Then. of course, it is
correct that Israel asked the Forces which were still there which had
not had time to be withdrawn, to get out of the way, so in effect both
of you gentlemen are right.

Mr. Fraser. Very diplomatic.

Mr. Gross. T didn’t know we were going to split hairs here this
morning,

Mr. FreuNeruysen. Well, if you will yield, Mr. Gross, it does
seem to me the initiative for the removal of the Forces is what was
significant and that came from Egypt. T am not trying to argue that
the Israelis wanted them to get out of the way just prior to hostilities
but it was ticked off by the Egyptians.

Mr. Gross. They didn’t pay any attention to what Egypt told them
to do, they got out of the way because Israeli tanks moved across the
Sinai, didn’t they? Isn't that why they got out of the way?

Mr. FreuiNenuysen. I think that is a different position you are
taking now.
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Mr. Gross. What is that? ) o )
Mr. FreaNeuuysen. It is a different description of the events prior
to hostilities. The Israelis demonstrated a need.

ARMS FOR UNEF

Mr. Gross. Initiated a request. T just said they told them to get out
of the way because they were coming through, that is all, and they got
out of the way. I don’t think the Egyptians moved them out of the way
at all. They might have made a request but they didn’t move them
out of the way.

What kinds of arms does the present force have?

Mr. ScuavreLe. The United Nations carries light arms. it does not
have tanks or artillery.

Mr. Gross. They might just as well be unarmed, is that right?

Mr. ScuavreLe, Well, one could say that. Mr. Congressman, On the
other hand, I think the thing that prevented a serious incident at
kilometer 109 very early in the December cease-fire is that the com-
manding general of the foree when he moved to take over the Israeli
checkpoint in accordance with the agreement signed between the
Egyptians and Israelis on November 11 sent his troops to that check-
point without arms and I suspect that is why there was no incident.
To be unarmed is sometimes more effective than to be armed.

OCCUPIED TERRITORIES

Mr. Gross. As a result of the 1967 war were any UN forces in the
territory that Israel occupied as a result of that war?

Mr. ScaavreLe. Yes, sir. The U.N. Truce Supervisory Organization
had observation posts in Israeli occupied territory both in the Golan
Heights and east of the Suez Canal,

Mr. Gross. What happened ?

Mr. ScuavreLe. They were either asked to withdraw or they were
overrun, There were three officers killed in the Suez.

Mr. Gross. So their presence there didn’t mean very much ? It meant
nothing,

Mr. Scravrere. They were not meant to repulse an attack, a three-
man post, only to observe the violations of the cease-fire which had
come about through our initiative in 1971, They were not meant to
engage in any fighting.

Mr. Gross. But the fact of their presence and the fact of their show-
ing the U.N. flag was meaningless, was it not? What would their
presence mean in a 3,000-man force, as you say, if either side elected to
renew hostilities? It would not mean much, would it?

Mr. Scuavrere. I think that the establishment of even observer
groups in small numbers is a deterrent to action unless either side is
fully determined to launch a full-scale offensive. I don’t think that
U.N. emergency forces under this provision of the charter or that U.N.
observer groups are meant in effect to repulse any attacks which might
take place but I think their presence is a deterrent. They have the two
sides under constant observation and they do move quickly wherever
t!n;'_\' can in order to maintain the cease-fire or the positions of the two
sides.
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COSTS OF PEACEKEEPING

Mr. Gross. You say that the cost for 6 months is $30 million ?

Mr. ScuavreLe. The estimated cost.

Mr. Gross. And our share of that percentagewise is what?

Mr. ScuavreLe. Twenty-nine percent.

Mr. Gross. Twenty-nine percent.

Mr. ScaHAUFELE, Yes,

Mr. Gross. We are not even down to 25 percent, the ratio that goes
into effect January 17

Mr. Scuavrere. We are down to the 25 percent. The agreement was
that each permanent member would pay 15 percent over and above his
normal percent, so we pay 29 percent.

Mr. Gross. I don't care how you juggle figures, we are still 29 per-
cent of the cost.

Mr. ScmavreLe. On this particular operation ; yes, sir.

Mr. Gross. On this particular operation. I don't care how you try
to fuzz it up, we are still the big spender in this deal.

Mr. Yosr. T think the rationale of that. Mr. Congressman, is that
we have a stronger interest in the maintenance of this cease-fire there
than the average small member of the United Nations does because.
as we have seen during the hostilities. continued war there has a very
profound effect. on us as well as the Soviet Union. Therefore it is
argued that we should both be willing to carry a little more of the
burden of the peacekeeping.

SOVIET FINANCIAL SUPPORT

Mr. Gross. As Mr. Clements, Deputy Secretary of 1 Jefense, expressed
it before the committee the other day. He said that in the wisdom of
Congress we are going to do thus and so by way of the $2.2 billion
bill. T don’t call that wisdom at all. T eall that playing Unecle Sucker
around the world. That is not wisdom. Tt is just laying out more of
the money of the taxpayers of this country that they can i1l afford.

Tell me this. The support by the Soviets, what is their percentage
contribution ?

Mr. Scuauvrere. The Soviet assessment for the regular budget is
about 13 percent, and their share of the UNEF budget is slightly less
than 15 percent. Adding the contributions of Byelorussia and the
Ukraine, the total percentage of UNEF costs contributed by the three
countries comes to just under 17 percent.

Mr. Gross. About 18 percent.

Mr. ScuavreLe. Yes.

Mr. Gross. Well, that is par for the course— -maybe a little more than
par for the course.

Will the fact of their contribution to this TT.N. force relieve them
of the possible penalty of being ousted from the United Nations. Mr.
Ambassador?

Mr. Scraveere. No, sir. Technically under article 19 of the TU.N.
Charter, that article could be invoked if a country falls 2 vears behind
in its payments,

Mr. Gross. Why has it not been invoked in the past ?

Mr. Sciaurere. There was a great debate on this subject in 1964 and
there was agreement among all powers to search for a solution to the
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financial problems of the United Nations, and at that time it was
agreed that it would not be.

Mr. Gross. That is nice and that is all T have at this time.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wolff.

WHAT HAPPENED IN MAY 1967

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like the record to show that I am reading from the state-
ment given to us by the Library of Congress “the UNEF was placed
on Egyptian soil with the consent of the United Nations Resolution
998. When on May 18, 1967, Egypt requested that the force be with-
drawn, the Secretary General met with the advisory council. The
advisory committee chose not to call the General A‘-‘f‘-t'n}l}l\ UNEF
(('[N'l] to be operational May 19, 1967, withdrawal mmp]v’r(‘ June 17,
1967.” Perhaps Mr. Gross was referring to the fact that the Gulf of
Agaba and the Strait of Tiran were being blockaded in counter to the
recommendations of the United Nations order to maintain freedom of
access. The Israelis broke the illegal blockade at that time.

I wonder now if we could get down to the future. Since 1967 infrac-
tions of the cease-fire have met with condemnations of Israel. Throngh-
out the years T don’t believe that there was one single condemnation
of any of the terrorist activities of Arab States even those admitted by
them including the massacre of innocent civilians at Lod airport h\
terrorist mercenaries. T am wondering why Israel should have con-
fidence in future TU.N. actions or the <lm isions made by the T.N. ob-
server team or the T.N. force. T wonder if any one of you gentlemen
could answer?

Mr. ScaavreLe. Well, perhaps, T could start off, Mr. Congressman.
The United States obviously did not agree with all those condemna-
tions of Israel. Perhaps T can best cite “the view of some members of
the United Nations who are fairly neutral on this subject and that is
that terrorist activities carried out by individuals or Palestinian
liberation movements are just that, they are carried out by individuals
or nonofficial organizations whereas Tsrael was eriticized for actions
which were actions as a government.

Mr. Worrr. How about the questions of the Sudan? Our Ambassa-
dor and his aide were killed. Sudan is a member of the United Nations.
They gave sanctuary and headquarters to terrorist organizations re-
sponsible for the killings. What has the T7.N. done about. that?

Mr. Scmavrere. As a matter of fact, the U.N. has done nothing
about it since it was not asked to do so. Sudan has agreed to try the
people who were involved.

Mr. Worrr. The trial has been postponed several times and no ac-
tion taken against the killers or their employers.

Mr. ScHAUFELE. Yes; I seem to recall it has been opened recently but
T eannot swear to that,

ROLE OF NONALINED STATES

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Gross and T don’t agree on very many things but
we might agree with the m(-ﬂor-h\mwn«. of the T.N. in certain areas,
and T think this is certainly one area. You’d believe the U.N. would
move since we are the principal financier of the U.N.
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I believe. Ambassador Schaufele, that you mentioned nonalined
members, What is the definition of .1 nonalined member ?

Myr. Scravrere. I don’t think that my definition is as important as
their definition.

Mr. Worrr. Well, could we come to some definition of nonalined
today ? We talk about the nonalined world.

Mr. Scravrere. The nonalined world, if you will indulge me a
little bit in being somewhat imprecise because I cannot be precise on
that, composes a group of nations which may vary from 75 to 95
members who choose not to aline themselves with any blocs.

Mr. Worrr. Could we have an example of one or two of these non-
alined nations?

Mr. Scrnavrere. Well, they range now in this day and age all the
way from Yugoslavia to——

Mr. Worrr. Y ugoslavia is a nonalined nation ?

Mr. ScuAvreLE, Yes, sir.

Mr. Worrr. They are not a party to any bloe—I don’t think the
Soviets would acree 10(]1.}#

Mr. Scunavrere. That is why I said their definition is more im-
portant than my xh‘[lmhnn

Mr. Worrr. I have no further questions.

Mr. Yost. I will say a word on that if T might, Mr. Chairman, Very
loosely nonalined means that these nations don’t belong either t
N \I() or to any other Western or Communist milit: ary alliance,

Mr. Worrr. What you mean is any nation that is anti-American.
X nﬂm] wvia does not l)vlonfr to the Soviet bloc nations?

Mr. Yost. No.

Mr. Worrr. Or the Warsaw Paet nations?

Mr, Gross. Does NATO still exist ?

Mr. ScuavreLe. If you would like to listen to Ambassador Malik,
e will tell you abont it.

Mr. Yost. In the economie field most Latin American countries eall
themselves nonalined or members of this third-world group, even
though on political matters they are much closer to us than to our
,h‘wh.l ries. So the definition is verv loose.

Mr. \\fnu* Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. F l(‘.]illf_‘“lll_‘-‘}-(‘]l.

RECENT COMPROMISES ON PEACERKEEPING

Mr. Freuinenoysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to begin by addressing members of the committee,

I am particularly disappointed since I missed Ambassador Ym"a
testimony since he is an old friend. I was present at Senator Mansfield
reception for President Ceausescu.

L wonld like to follow up on Mr. Gross’ questions on the present emer-
gency force. Whose compromise was it that we were not enthusiastic
about agreeing to it ? In other words, where did the pressure come from
for the permanent members of the Security Council paying the 15 per-
cent additional ?

Mr, Scuavrere. T can perhaps start the answer to that question,
Mr. C nnrrwwlmn, by pointing out there is a general fecling in the
United Nations as a whole that the permanent members should pay

a7-816—T4——28
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more for peacekeeping because of their privileged role as permanent
members of the Security Council. There is a precedent for a special
assessment rate which has been used in the past in which our contribu-
tion, if T am not mistaken, is actually higher than that percentage.
This particular compromise was based on that general feeling and
worked out by a number of middle powers.

I think the actual leader of the group, so to speak, was Brazil in
this case and they measured the sentiment among the membership in
order to determine what scale of assessment should actually be devised.
At first, in all honesty, we were concerned that we might come up—
there was one proposal put forward that the United States pay as
much as 50 percent of the cost of this operation but wiser heads pre-
vailed and the compromise which was actually worked out was largely
done so By responsible middle powers in the United Nations.

Mr. FreurNeauyseN. You say wiser heads prevailed because it
would have been politically unacceptable here if we should do some-
thing else.

Mr. ScHAUFELE. Yes.

DETERMINING COST SHARES

Mr. Frevixeauysen, I would think Ambassador Yost has a rea-
sonable position in that if it is in our interest to support an effort like
this we should not quibble too far about the percentage. I think it is
of doubtful value that the privilege role of the permanent member
gives the right to veto. I don’t see any value in a situation like this.

You could say any superior member or any wealthy country is
privileged to be wealthy, and therefore a wealthy country should have
supported the entire thing. In other words, if it is what the vast
majority of the nations of the U.N. feel about the situation and they
are in the driver’s seat, I am surprised we don’t have quite a different
relationship than actually was produced. In other words, I don’t really
understand the rationalization for this.

This was a recognition on the part of major nations that there was
no alternative but to accept this decision of 15 percent? T don’t know
why particularly we are interested in this compromise, those that pay
more.

Mr. Scnavrene. Well, T feel that in this case it is very much like the
Congress of the United States. In the final analysis you seek a piece of
legislation, in this case a financing bill which is supported by the most
votes, and in this case this was the proposal that could win the votes.
Certainly a proposal under which the permanent members of the
Security Council or the wealthier members of the United Nations
would underwrite the whole cost would have been equally, if not more,
acceptable but we have a strong belief in the principle of collective
responsibility. As I pointed out, the Soviet Union has now espoused
this and many responsible nations believe that all members of the
United Nations should pay a share of peacekeeping operations.

SIGNIFICANCE OF KISSINGER STATEMENT

Mr. Frenineauysen. I would like to understand a little more about
it. Maybe you don’t know what the significance of Secretary Kis-
singer’s remarks on September 24 is. It is on page 1 of your statement.
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The time has come to agree on peacekeeping guidelines so that this organiza-
tion can act swiftly, confidently and effectively in future crises. To break the
deadlock the U.8. is prepared to consider how the Security Council can play a
more central role in the conduet of peacekeeping operations.

As T understand it from your statement the Security Council is
where we don’t want responsibility ; we want to leave it in the hands of
the Secretary General and the Soviet Union wants it in the Security
Council. Does this indicate that we are moving toward the Soviet
position? In other words, is this a compromise of what has been a firm
position in an effort to see if we can reach an understanding with the
Soviet Union? '

Mr. Scrmavrece. It is the beginning of a compromise effort.

Mr. Frevineauysen. And what we would hope to do is have the Se-
curity Council take an occasional interest but not what you call a
day-to-day responsibility for peace-keeping operations.

Mr. Scaavrere. That is correct. We would like to find that area in
which the Security Council might be reasonably expected to make
decisions, leaving the other areas of the operation to the control of
the Secretary General and the commander of the force.

Mr. Freuxernuysen. Presumably there is interest not only in the
Soviet delegation but in others in exploring the possibility of move-
ment along the lines that the Secretary has suggested.

Mr. ScuavrerE. There is great interest in other delegations. We
have received no counter signal from the Soviet Union.

Mr. FreningauyseN. I wonder if I might ask you gentlemen whether
you would not like to comment on each other’s statements. Have you
had any disagreements? Have you any comments any of you would
like to make ? That would be interesting,

Mr. Yosrt. No; I find myself fully persnaded by Ambassador Schau-
fele’s statement.

Mr. FreLineuuysen. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Admiral Lee, did you want to say something ¢

Admiral Lee. No comment, sir.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wilson.
SOVIET DESIRE FOR A CEASE-FIRE

Mr. Witsox. T want to direct my question to Ambassador Yost first,
and T want us to be as an evenhanded as possible. There has been a
great deal of discussion in both Foreign Affairs Subcommittees, and
there will be more discussion on the floor of the House about the proper
extent of American assistance to Israel.

I want to ask you a very simple question : do you think the impetus
for the cease-fire would have existed and the Russians would have
been interested had Israel not started winning the war?

Mr. Yost. No; I should doubt it.

Mr. Wirsox. That is all.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Bingham, T will come to you in a minute or so.
I have not asked my questions yet, and I thought yon would want to
catch up on the statement.

Mr. Bixgmay. Fine.
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BIG POWERS AND PEACEKEEPING

Mr. Fraser. Admiral, you have indicated that you don’t see any
problem with large power involvement in the peacekeeping. Ambassa-
dor Schaufele says that at least for the moment the U.S. position is
opposed to that because of the possible confrontation that might ensue.
Would you want to elaborate on your view a little more? Why don’t
you share those same fears?

Admiral Lee. With respeet, sir, you somewhat overstate my posi-
tion. There are certainly problems connected with great power par-
ticipation. There is always the possibility of divergent interests
among the principal powers, and when engaged side by side in peace-
keeping operations, this could produce a difficult problem of control,
I don’t think the difficulties would be overwhelming in operating actual
joint forces, however.

Second. there is a concern among the smaller powers that the power-
ful agreed presence of the principal powers could be used to override
their interests.

These will continue to be significant problems. They will have to be
worked with. Decisions in specific eases should be made with both
political concerns and operational effectiveness in mind.

The potential, the weight and the significance, of a U.N. force, in
more complicated and larger operations or operations where you need
more weight in the force would, I think, be greatly enhanced if you
did have major power elements involved. Pushing aside organized
Soviet formations would be a more significant operation than pushing
aside observers, particularly if you do inerease the size and weicht of
the forces. Disregarding such forces, or running over them, would be
a much more serious decision. '

You can hear various views about the political aspects of the opera-
tion in the Dominican Republic, but mechanically it was first rate.
A relatively enormous force was put down between the two contend-
ing parties. It was a very heavily armed major foree. That at least
stopped the violence. For good or ill, the landing force was in control,
If you even envisage something like that—not today, but in the fu-
ture—as a hope of peacekeeping in some situations, you will need to be
able to draw upon the major military powers.

Mr. Fraser. I didn’t mean to overstate your position but I was just
rereading what you said, and I guess I did overstate it. Your sugges-
tion, however, was that we move in the direction of considering big
power involvement. '

Admiral Lee. Yes; but it was by no means meant as a criticism of
keeping them out in the present case.

Mr. Yost. Could I say a word, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Fraser. Yes. I would be interested in your views, Mr. Ambas-
sador.

USING A PRAGMATIC APPROACH

Mr. Yosr, I think this is one issue where we should be flexible and
pragmatic. If it should turn out in a particular situation that the
presence of the United States or Soviet forces would help to make the
operation successful, we certainly should not be prevented by doe-
trinaire reasoning from joining in it. Of course the two have joined




in providing logistics support and are in this present operation flying
in_contingents.

I am delighted, for example, to see in this present operation a par-
ticipation by an Eastern Eurepean country, Poland. I think it will
make the Soviets more ready to cooperate in TU.N. peacekeeping if
they feel that their friends are not automatically excluded as they
almost always have been in the past.

Mr, Fraser. Ambassador Yost, on that point could T raise a ques-
tion ? There are Eastern European participants in the Vietnam super-
visory organization and one of the difficulties seems to be that those
powers are rather consistently taking one point of view,

Mr. Yosr. This is somewhat a different operation in that those
supervisory commissions are almost a law unto themselves. When they
get into a deadlock by one member voting one way and other members
voting another way, nothing happens at all, you get a complete stale-
mate, whereas in this case the contingents participating in the U.N.
force are not able to do that unless they just choose to withdraw, If
they tried to behave in a way that the Secretary General or the com-
mander felt to be partial, that sould be immediately reported to the
Security Couneil and you would get.a showdown there.

I frankly don’t think that is likely to happen but, if it does, that
is the way to handle it. However, in this particular Middle Eastern
affair, with the intensity of feeling involving the big powers, I think
it is just as well that the United States and the Soviet Union are not
participating other than in logistics.

THE OCTOBER 24 BREZHINEV NOTE

Mr. Fraser. I would like to follow this a little further and ask
Ambassador Schaufele to comment if he wishes to.

As I understand it, Brezhnev in his note to the President indicated
alarm that the first cease-fire of the security resolution was not being
observed and that both the United States and the Soviet Union should
send in forces to implement the cease-fire. This led to a worldwide alert
of the 17.8. forces, including the strategic bomber force.

Could it be said that here was a case where there might have been a
reasonable basis for the Soviet point of view ? That is, if the Security
Council had agreed on the cease-fire and one or both parties were
failing to observe it, wouldn’t joint United States-Soviet action con-
sistent with a doctrine of flexibility or pragmatism in an attempt to
enforce the cease-fire under those cirenmstances ?

Admiral Lee,

Admiral Lee. Well, I will try to respond.

Mr. Fraser. Admiral, excuse me.

Mr. FreLineauyseN. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Frelinghuysen feels I misstated the issue.

Mr. Frerivenuysex. Surely the note as we know it did not suggest
a joint effort on the part of the United States and the Soviets. It
suggested quite clearly, as T understand it, there might be unilateral
action on the part of the Soviet Union, which is quite another pos-
sibility.

Mr. Fraser. If we declined.

Mr. Fremiveruysen, Of course. But this is what created the pos-
sibility of real trouble, action by one major power.
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Mr. Fraser. With the Cuban missile erisis as an example, why not
deal with the alternative? I am interested in that aspect of it because
obviously if we didn’t——

Mr. Frenixcnuyses. Maybe he eould comment on both aspects. All
I meant was we should not leave the possibility of a unilateral action.
What actually was proposed.

Mr. Fraser. Yes,

IMPROVISING CAN BE DANGEROUS

Admiral Lre. Well, sir, without any background on this specific
situation, it would seem a most dangerous time to improvise a working
cooperation between elements of the United States and Soviet armed
forces in a confused and fluid action on a battlefield. The possibility of
hostile actions between the two external forces would exist, as well as
between one or both of them and the fighting armies. It would be
extremely diffienlt to make such arrangements at such a time. It is an
extremely sensitive sitnation in the Sinai, and all sorts of possibilities
of very dangerous events would appear to exist.

If, however, adequate preparations and doctrinal preparation were
made, and if the international staff were on top of it and directly in
control, and if the control had been accepted by the powers, and if
there were a mechanism and common communieations set up, it would
seem to me that handling 17.8. and Soviet participation would be
quite possible. You would of course have to examine each case spe-
cifically. The present case is one where the great power interests are
divergent. even though they overlap in a mutual desire for a cessation
of violence, and this might not, therefore, be a good case for combining
United States and Soviet forces. But in any case it should not be
improvised in crisis. and not done on the field of battle.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Yost.

Mr. Yost. Yes, I agree with the admiral that the situation was far
too critical and moving too fast for such an unprecedented step as
United States and Soviet forces to be sent into the midst at that mo-
ment. I think it was far preferable that what happened did happen,
that the Security Council acted rapidly to set up a joint force not
including the two great powers.

I might just add as a footnote, with regard to what Congressman
Frelinghuysen said. that my personal view is that we somewhat over-
estimated the likelihood of unilateral Soviet action. Probably it could
have been deterred by less conspicuous methods, but that is just a
side remark.

MR. SCHAUFELE’'S VIEW

Mr, Fraser. Mr. Schaufele.

Mr. Scmavrere. If T could comment in a personal sense on this, T
wonld just note several things.

The Soviet move came on the basis of the public invitation from the
President of Egvpt to the United States and the Soviet Union.

Myr. Fraser. That is, President Sadat requested assistance?

Mr. ScuavreLe. Yes. A request which we quickly rejected.

There was no U.N. mandate for such an operation which would
immediately have put us again in a position of the super power acting
alone which would have reduced significantly the possibility that the
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other members of the Security Council—indeed other members of the
United Nations—lending their cooperation to a peacekeeping effort.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Ambassador, 1 am intcrost(‘({ in exploring that
point for a moment. Suppose that in the Security Council both the
United States and the Soviet Union reported the request from
President Sadat and requested authority from the Security Council to
send a modest contingent of equal size from both countries in an at-
tempt to enforce the cease-fire. What would the reaction have been
among the other Security Council members?

Mr. Scuavrere. I find T am a little hesitant to predict what the reac-
tion would be, but when one is talking about a modest force one is talk-
ing about a peacekeeping force such as UNEF. We have always cer-
tainly believed that these operations should be consent operations.

Mr. Fraser. That is both the States’ parties?

Mr. Scaavrere. Yes, I question whether the State of Israel would
have agreed to such an operation under those circumstances.

Mzr. Fraser. So that that would really have been precluded at least
in our position ?

Mr. ScuavureLE. Yes, such was the possibility.

MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE (MSC)

Mr. Fraser. Admiral, you refer to the military staff provision in the
U.N. system. Would you just say a word about that? It seems to be in
limbo. Perhaps you can just give us a minute of background and what
l\'U'Ill' view 1Isnow.

Admiral Leg. Yes, sir. Limbo is not too strong a word. The MSC is
really almost nonexistent. It consists only of a charter provision and a
a biweekly meeting, for 10 minutes, by men whose real work is else-
where. The MSC 1s incapable of handling any problem whatever at
the present time.

Mr. Fraser. What is the charter concept and what was envisioned ?

Admiral Lee. Originally, sir, it was right after the war, and the
MSC concept was based on the wartime combined Chiefs of Staff. The
MSC was composed of the Chiefs of Staff of the veto powers, or their
representatives. Our initial U.S. delecation to the MSC was a very
senior officer from each of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, supported
by about 40 staff officers in New York with a great deal of work in the
Pentagon backing them up.

Actually, at the first meetings of the Security Council, the MSC was
taken quite seriously. It was given a directive to work out the proce-
dure and doctrine on the basis of the Charter provisions. The MSC
worked on the problem for a counle of years, and finally ended with
irreconcilable divergencies. A split report was sent to the Council,
which was also unable to agres.

I don’t think the deadlock was a defect in the military or diplomatic
capacities of the then members of the MSC. The problem was simply
insoluble at that time and in that climate. The Security Council
worked on the MSC report for a month or two, and then sent it quietly
to the file, where it remains to this day. Since then, nothing has been
done by the MSC.

Mr. Fraser. You say the MSC is analogous to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff?
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Admiral Lee. More closely to the combined Chiefs of Staff.

Mr. Fraser. Would it advise the Security Couneil on carrying out its
military operations?

Admiral Leg. The original concept was that the MSC would be an
element in the chain of command. The concept was of a combined
foree being created by a United Nations effort, and controlled and
managed ll\ the Security Council. The Military Staff Committee
would be the equivalent of our Joint Chiefs of staff for strategic direc-
tion. A general in the field, like General Kisenhower in Europe, would
be the commander in the theatre. This concept of a major war-fighting
force is of course not now considered. Under current concepts, the
MSC should be only advisory.

Mr. Gross. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Fraser. Yes.

0LE OF THE MSC

Mr. Gross. The first real test of the United Nations Military Staft
Comumittee was in the Korean war, was it not? That is, there it was
provided the first test of what it could or could not do. is that not cor-
rect? It was not worth the paper the provision required to print it in
the charter of the United Nations. We could not clear through the
MSC onr battle plans in Korea with the Communists involved sup-
plying the other side.

Admiral Lee. The Korean operation was unique in that it was set
up in the absence of the Soviet Union from the Security Council.

Mr. Gross. Go ahead.

Admiral Lee. The absence of the Soviet: Union from tlie Security
Couneil deeisions was the critical factor in U.N. participation. The
war was essentially run by our own country with infermation to the
U.N. and, as you say, that made it more operationally feasible.

Mr. Gross. President Truman called it United Nations police ac-
tion. All military operations are supposed to be cleared through it.
are they not, under the charter?

Admiral Lee. All U.N, and military 2

Mr. Gross. Yes, all T1.N. military operations. There has always been
in the top echelon of the United Nations Military Staff Committee a
Soviet, or a Communist from some other nation every year since the
United Nations was o1 ;_r‘nn/vd is that not correet?

Admiral Lee. T think it is correct, sir, that the U.N. peacekeeping
is impractical even on the most modest scale without the concurrence
of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Gross. Why pay forit?

Admiral Lre. As Ambassador Yost said, sir, the alternatives are
not appealing either.

Mr. Fraser. As I understand it, officers assiened to the MSC are
now the officers who also have other responsibilties at the T.N.

Admiral Lex. Exactly, sir. The MSC has only its constitutional posi-
tion in the charter.

There is a need for military professionalism at the U.N. head-
quarters. The MSC is the constitutional location to put it. If it is to
funetion. the MSC wonld have to be manned and staffed. If this were
done, T believe the MSC could usefully perform the function of
advising the Security Council. The MSC should also be assigned to
support the Secretary General and do his military planning for him.
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Since all peacelieeping operations are unequivocally political, the MSC
sheould not be the executive or even dirvectly in the chain of command.
The MSC should supply the Council and the Secret tary General with
military advice and staff work. The Secretary Gener: 1l is clearly the
man to run the operation, not the MSC.

POTENTIAL EXISTS IFOR MSC

Mr. Fraser. But the idea is that if progress in détente is real and
extends to cooperation in this field, then the possibility exists of
reviving the MSC as an oper: 'll‘Inﬂr institution within the U.N.

Admiral Ll e, I think the MSC would be quite useful if it were made
clear, and I think this could hi- agreed, that it would not be the execu-
tive chain of command ever forces in the field.

Mr. Fraser. And do some of the planning by training.

Admiral Lee. Of which there is an immense amount to do, sir. You
will have General Rikhye tomorrow who is very experienced in the
p|u]|]i-‘.1|- of the U.N. militar y man. If you wish, he can give you much
background on the problems of lack of preparation and lack of logistic
support, communications, almost anything.

Mr. Yosr, I think the original intent of the authors of the charter was
that article 43 would be implemented. There would be special agree-
ments among members placing at the disposal of the TI.N. forces and
facilities, The Military Staff Committee would advise the Security
Council on the organization and t-m[-hn‘muut of these forces.

When because of the cold war article 43 was never carried out, there
were not any agreements of this kind, the MSC was really left hanging
in the air without any real function. I think, if it should as a result of
détente or whatever have any function under the new situation novw, it
would be more in the line nl planning and advice to the Secretary Gen-
eral as to preparations for possible U.N. peacekeeping, along the
lines I spoke of in my statement,

The Secretary General has from time to time during the Congo
np(‘l.ll]l!l}. for example, had a little private staff of his own, a military
staff, becanse he could not utilize the MSC in view of the differences
of opinion among the major powers. But the Soviets objected to this
small staff and it was gradually whittled down so that it is now almost
nonexistent., He either should have a little staff of that kind which
could give hlm the necessary military adyice that he needs or the
Military Staff Committee should be used without veto to give him
advice at this time.

Admiral Lee. May I make one more point?

Ambassador Yost is, of course, <|mn= correct that the preparatory
planning and supporting role is a task for the MSC, but also such a
reinvigorated MSC and its staff would be extremely useful during an
operation, and especially at the start, when decisions are made under
pressure on what 1smeeded, where it should go, what the arrangements
for it should he and so forth. If the Secretary General had a group
of military staff men who would work in New York. or be sent at once
to the trouble spot to report conditions, or used to man key positions
on the staff of a new U.N. H\.nmm:‘m'. men who were read into his
thinking and the views and feelines of the Se urity Couneil, such men
would be very useful tools when one of these operations was being
started.
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I am sorry to say, Mr. Gross, this manning would cause some addi-
tional expense. When you start building up military staffs and re-
sources, it will cost some money.

SOVIET ROLE IN SECRETARIAT

Mr. Fraser. We are quite accustomed to spending a lot of money
on the military.

Just one last question that is related to this so we can get this identi-
fied clearly.

One of the questions about the MSC has been that a Soviet officer
was assigned to the key role, and that this is a matter which has con-
tinued to cause concern about the operation.

Mr. Yost. I don’t think the Soviet member of the MSC has any
more role than any other member. This really has not mattered. What
has aroused the apprehension of a lot of people is that the Under
Secretary in charge of political and security affairs in the Secretariat
has by informal agreement reached at the outset always been a Soviet
citizen. It has been, as I say, a source of apprehension that he would
be able to block peacekeeping actions, peaceful settlement or whatnot
by the U.N., of which the Soviet Union might disapprove.

Fortunately that has proved not to be the case because whenever the
Security Council or the General Assembly has chosen to take some
action along these lines; whether or not the Soviet Union agreed with
it, means have been found by the Secretary General and the interested
powers of carrying out that action regardless of what may be the
views of this individual. So in my opinion those apprehensions have
proved unwarranted.

Whether or not he may have wanted to interfere he has never been
able to do so. Peacekeeping operations have normally been carried out,
as far as the Secretary General is concerned. primarily with the advice
and assistance of Americans and this is what has caused the Soviet
Union a great deal of ageravation and annoyance. It has been people
like Andy Cordier and Ralph Bunche who have played the major role
up until now.

Mr. Fraser. Do you want to try to clarify that?

U.N. I8 NOT EFFECTIVE

Mr. Gross. Yes. We are not talking about peacekeeping operations
exclusively. We had a war in Korea where 35.000 Americans were
killed. another 200,000 were wounded, and we financed at least 95 per-
cent of it. What T am saying is that the U.N. Military Committee has
not amounted to the cost of the paper on which that provision in the
T.N. Charter was set up. Nothing has been cleared through it and yvou
know it. You know that we didn’t dare go through the United Nations
with any military information during the Kovean war?

Mr. Yost. The MSC was already on the shelf before the Korean war
broke out.

Mr. Gross. It should have been used if it amounted to anything. We
ought to get the United Nations out of the country. The hell with it,
but nobody else wants it. i '

Mr. Yost. The MSC is intended to advise and assist the Security
Couneil, and if the Security Counecil does not want its advice and as-
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sistance it does not have to take it. The MSC is in no position to block
that action, it is merely available if the Counecil wants it.

Mr. Gross. It has been a Soviet or a member of one of the satellites
of Russia in one of the top spots, if not the top spot, ever since the
United Nations was organized. Go look up the record.

Mr. Yost. Oh, absolutely, but they have not been able to prevent
action by the U.N. which the membership has wanted to take.

Mr. Gross. Nor have they made any contribution from the stand-
point of their military.

Mr. Yosr. Maybe not.

Mr. Fraser. I think we have that nailed down.

Mr, Bingham.

CONGO OPERATION

Mr. Bixazas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I find all of these statements most interesting. I am particularly
interested in the question of the relative responsibilities of the Secre-
tary General and (.llw. Security Council. I think it might be worth spend-
ing a moment or two to recall what happened in the Congo operation
because in my view this was probably the outstanding case of a sue-
cessful United Nations peacekeeping operation : it resulted eventually
in a pretty stable country which otherwise would have been torn to
pieces and might have led to East-West conflict in that area.

That was a case, of course, where the Security Council having laid
down certain basic resolutions to start with with the consent of all the
great powers, the Secretary General kind of took over and from then
on it was pretty much the Secretary General’s operation and a lot of
what he did he did over the bitter opposition of the Soviet Union.
I wish Mr. Gross would recall some of this history because it is inter-
esting history.

Mr. Gross. T know that in the Congo they now sing “the Third In-
ternationale.”

Goright ahead.

Mr. Binauan. The Soviets tried for several years—and Ambassador
Yost was deeply involved in this—to block what was being done there.
Nevertheless, with the support of I guess most of the powers, the
Secretary General carried on an operation that was eventually success-
ful.

Now are you gentleman all saying that that kind of peacekeeping
operation under the control of the Secretary General, carried on in
spite of the opposition of one of the great powers, can’t be repeated,
that that is not in the cards any more?

Mr. Yosr. T would be inclined to think that, if we want U.N. peace-
keeping to be widely used, I would rule out that sort of operation.
If we want it to be more widely used we would have to move more in
the direction that Secretary Kissinger indicated in his Assembly
speech of making some concessions to the Soviet Union on the role of
the Security Council in supervising such operations.

I have always been convinced that it is possible to reach agreement
along the lines that Ambassador Schaufele discussed in which there
would be somewhat more supervision, somewhat more reporting. some-
what more opportunity for the Council to take action as the operation
proceeded if it were to do so without hamstringing the operation. It
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should be possible to give the Council a closer watching brief without
enabling the Soviet Union to dictate to the Clouncil. It could present
its views to the Couneil but only if it could persuade the Council to
make some substantial change in the process which it has initiated
would such a change be made.

SECURITY COUNCIL'S ROLE

Mr. Bixcuas. Well, clearly that is so if it requires action by the
Security Council to reverse something that it did before but I don’t
understand, for instance. Admiral Lee's suggestions to be limited to
that. If that is all that you are talking about, I don’t see any change
from the Congo situation. Any time the Soviet Union could have
sersuaded the Security Council to reverse the instructions that it
]mt] given the Secretary General it would have done so and that would
have been the end of it, but that I take it is not what you are talking of.
You are thinking of some requirement that the Security Council give a
sort of eontinuing approval to what is being done and that continuing
approval would be subject to veto by one of the great powers, is that
notso!

Ambassador Yosr. I think there are all sorts of possible variations.
An effective compromise might be that, as in the present case, the
Council would approve the commander of the force and the countries
participating in it. This was done quickly and without any serious
damage to the operation that I can see.

Moreover, the Council could approve the maintenance of the force
for a specific term. It would then require positive action by the Couneil
to alter the mandate during that specifie term. At the end of that term
obviously there would be a chance to block its extension if the Soviet
Union wished to, but short of that it would not be able to alter the
mandate without further pesitive action by the Couneil which would
require the support of the statutory majority of members. So I con-
tinue to believe, as T have for many years, that a compromise on this
issue is entirely possible and is in our interest, T hope it will be facili-
tated by working together on this current issue.

Mr. Scmavrere. If T could address myself to that, Congressman
Bingham.

Mr. Bixamant. Please.

Mr. Scmavrrie. T concur in Ambassador Yost’s analysis. T think
an operation like that one is very improbable. The Secretary General at
that time took great authority, moved rapidly and foreefully, much
to the distress of the Soviet Union as you pointed out, and he paid a
price for that—a price which the succeeding Secretary General was
well aware of. We should not in citing the Soviet Union objection
forget the other members of the Security Council, There is increasing
restiveness among the small powers on the Security Council to be kept
informed and participate in the decisionmaking. It is not just the
Soviet Union.

Mr, Wizsox. Would you yield, Mr. Bingham ?

Mr. Bixgra. Yes.

Mr. Wirsox. When you talk about the smaller powers do you mean
Britain and France ?

Mr. ScravreLE. No.

Mr. FrerineauyseN, China.

My, Scaavrere. China does not participate in peacekeeping.




Mr. Winson. I was being facetious, of course, but doesn’t that deal
with Britain and France?

Mr. Scnavrere. To a certain extent; yes, sir.

Mr. Wisox. That isall.

SECURITY COUNCIL OR SECRETARIAT

Mr. Bixcuam. It seems to me that to the degree that the Couneil
has to be involved in eontinuing the operation of something like the
Middle East peacekeeping force, to that degree it is going to be
affected by the political composition of the Council. In this case with
whatever 1t is, eight nations that don't recognize Israel, it seems to me
just about impossible to get an evenhanded action out of the Security
Council, whereas once you can get the operations over into the secre-
tariat and under the control basically of the Secretary General, draw-
ing upon maybe outside advisers or his own staff or whatever, then
you can have a genuinely international operation not afflicted with the
impact of national political pressures, and to that extent you may have
an effective international operation.

Mr. Scuavrere. In reply to that, Mr. Congressman, the first part of
your statement is in effect an argument for the veto.

Mr. Binciam. Yes,

Mr. ScuavrerLe. We are very well aware of the usefulness of the
veto,

I just think in terms of political reality that no Secretary General
is going to get that power under present circumstances, and I am not
sure that any Secretary (General under present cireumstances would
seek it because there are a great many pitfalls in it.

Mr. Bineuay. I understand. I am merely {mintiu,r: that out. I agree
with you about the veto. Incidentally, I find myself in disagreement
with my old friend Ambassador Yost on the use of the veto. What was
your wording, Charlie, “The permanent membership should reserve
their use of the veto to cases in which they are directly involved.” In
the practical world I don’t see how we can do that.

Mr. Yosr. Well, I would urge that we move in that direction. I real-
ize that there may be exceptions to it. We, of course, have been the
first to protest over the years what seemed to us use of the veto by the
Soviet Union in dozens and dozens of cases where it was not directly
involved bat was merely trying to, in our view, earn brownie points
with various other countries around the world.

Mr. Bineram. I know we were for a long time in that position and
I think we maintained that position too long. I think today, for
example, in the Middle East unless we were known to be prepared
to use the veto we would be getting some pretty impossible resolutions
out of the Secnrity Council.

Mr. Yost. Well, I would not advocate that we, at this time, adopt a
total self-denying ordinance.

Mr. Binguan. Thank you very much.

Mr. Fraser. Mr, Hamilton.

Mr. Haymrmron. No questions.

My, Fraser. Mr, Wilson.

Mr. Wirsoxn. No questions.
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LANGUAGE PROBLEM

Mr. Fraser. Could I ask just one or two practical questions? How
does the language problem work out? For example, concerning the
initial forces sent from Cyprus to the Middle East, how do they con-
verse with the people over there?

Mr. ScravreLe. English is the language of the force as it is in nearly
all peacekeeping operations. English is the language of the force.

Mr. Fraser. How about when they are operating a checkpoint?

Mvr. ScuavreLe. There are English-speaking officers there. Also, they
operate in English with the Israelis and the Egyptians.

Mr. Fraser. And the Israclis and Egyptians are both assigned of-
ficers to work with the checkpoint?

Mr. Scravrere. In some cases this has been done. In some cases
you will have a U.N. checkpoint with an Israeli group 200 or 300
yards away because the checkpoints are now established from Suez to
Cairo and the U.N. has those checkpoints. So there are always liaison
officers there.

COMMUNICATIONS WITH NEW YORK

Mr. Fraser. What about communications back to New York? Are
there effective direct communication links not dependent on national
means ?

Mr. ScuaureLe. As you know, the commander of the force was for-
merly the chief of staff of the Truce Supervisory Organization. He
has limited communications of his own. Canadian Signals Company
has now arrived in Cairo and will be providing the communications
for the force. They may already be in operation but I don’t think they
have been using national means.

Mr. Fraser. Are these direct radio communications?

Mr. SciraurnLe. Yes.

Mr. Fraser. Direct from the Middle East to New York?

Mr. SenavreLe. Yes: and they also have their own codes anyway.

Admiral Lee. They have a network from the U.N. with a center in
Geneva and in the Far East that can tie in. T am not familiar with it in
detail.

Mr. Fraser. Are they relay stations; that is, the Geneva equipment
can pick up the signal and retransmit it to New York?

Admiral Ler. I believe Jerusalem works to New York, perhaps
through Geneva.

Mr. Scnavrere. T would say T suspect that the arrival of the Cana-
dian company significantly upgrades the communications.

Mr. Fraser. Is the TN, itsel f not able to put into the field the neces-
sary communications capability? Does it have to rely on component
forces?

Mr. Scuauvrere. It either relies on component forces or buys equip-
ment. That has been done in the past.

Mr. Fraser. There has been some interest in having some satellite
channels assigned to the U.N. Nothing has happened on that, T gather.

Mr. ScravureLe. No, sir.

: Mr. Fraser. Would that significantly augment the capability of
the U.N.?
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Mr. Scaavrece. I think it certainly would. Also to my knowledge
there is no great resistance to the idea but it has fallen prey to the
budget mechanism as a lower priority.

Mr. Fraser. You mean in the sense the U.N. would have to pur-
chase the equipment ?

Mr. ScaavreLe. Yes; and install it and maintain it.

Admiral Lee. The U.N. does not get a budget for purchasing mili-
tary equipment in advance of the authorization for a specific opera-
tion. They have two or three small pools of very limited equipment: a
few jeeps, a few old radio sets, and so forth. One of the things that is
clearly needed is not merely a satellite link, but some investment in and
stockpiling of field equipment. There is a small warehouse full of
equipment left over from previous operations near Piza, but it is pa-
thetic by standards of any country’s military supply resources.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Hamilton.

SOVIET RESPONSE TO TU.S5. PROPOSAL

Mr. Haarrmron, Mr. Ambassador, I was interested in your comment
a few minutes ago that there had been no countersignal from the So-
viets with regard to the Secretary’s proposal of the Security Council
playing a more central role in peacekeeping. I take it by that you
mean they have expressed no interest at all in that suggestion.

Mr. ScravreLe. They find it interesting but they have not indicated
any direction in which their thinking might go yet. This should not
be overestimated, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Haarron., Is it too brief a time?

Mr. ScmavrerLe. Well, no. It may be the context. They made a state-
ment before the Special Political Committee the other day on peace-
keeping which maintained their original position; however, they do
expect to go back into the working group in January and I think that
they may very well find this a better forum than a public forum.

Mr. Haarrwron. So you are not discouraged by lack of countersignal
at this point?

Mr. ScaavreLE. No,

Mr. Haarturon. Is our course of action then to try to build up sup-
port for his suggestion among other nations in the United Nations?

Mr, ScaavrFeLe. Yes, sir. We have consulted with some of the na-
tions most directly concerned with and interested in peacemaking
and we will be continuing our consultations perhaps in more concrete
terms than we have so far.

Mr. Haxymrow. Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Mr, Wilson.

Mr. Wirsox. No, sir.

Mr, Fraser. Gentlemen, we have finished roughly on time. I want
to express on behalf of both Chairman Hamilton and myself our ap-
preciation for your appearance today, and we are grateful not only
for that but for the service you are rendering to our country.

Thank you very much.

[ Whereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittees adjourned. ]







UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1973

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEES ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
MoveMENTS AND ON THE NEAR EastT axp Sovrn Asrta,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittees met at 10:20 a.m., in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton (chairman of the Near East
and South Asia Subcommittee) presiding.,

Mr. Hamiuron. Today the Subcommittee on International Organi-
zations and Movements and the Subcommittee on the Near East
and South Asia are holding their second and final joint session on
United Nations peacekeeping in the Middle East.

In yesterday’s session we had a very productive discussion of our
two main points of concern: the current situation in the Middle East
regarding the establishment of the new U.N. Emergency Force: and
the institutional problems in working out effective guidelines for
future U.N. peacekeeping guidelines in view of the longstanding
U.S.-Soviet deadlock.

This morning we will continue that discussion with four more
distinguished witnesses,

[ am pleased to announce that Congressman John Buchanan of
Alabama, our colleague on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, had
agreed to testify this morning. Congressman Buchanan is serving
with distinction as a U.S. delegate to the U.N. General Assembly this
vear and has played a central role in making the arrangements for
the new UU.N. Emergency Force in the Middle East.

We have asked Mr. Martin F. Herz, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for International Organization Affairs, to focus his testimony
today on the problems involved in setting up guidelines for future
U.N. peacekeeping operations.

Maj. Gen. Indar Jit Rikhye of India, one of the world’s few genuine
“international soldiers,” is uniquely qualified to speak on peacekeeping
in view of his experience as the U.N. military adviser for the Congo
operation and a commander of the former Iimergency Force in the
Middle East. :

Prof. Lincoln Bloomfield of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology is one of the Nation’s most prominent academic experts on the
United Nations in general and peacekeeping in particular.

Without objection, we will place in the appendix of the record of
the hearings an address by Adm. John M. Lee entitled “Article 47—
Military Staff Committee—Its Problems and Functions.” (See
appendix, p. 92.)
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The Chair requests that members of the subcommittees withhold
their questions until all four witnesses have delivered their opening
remarks, so that they may be questioned as a panel. : !

Gentlemen, we are very pleased to have you with us this morning
and I presume each of you have statements. )

We will begin with you, Mr. Herz, if you will, and proceed in
line across the table one after the other.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN F. HERZ DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFAIRS, DEPART-
MENT OF STATE

Mr. Herz. Thank you, since I am not the leadoff witness for the
Department of State, Ambassador Schaufele having ably presented
our views yesterday, I have no prepared statement. But I thought
it might be useful if I supplemented some of the observations that
were made yesterday, trying to bring out some points that were not
made and helping to focus the discussion on the more general aspects
of peacekeeping about which you wish me to testify.

DEVIATION FROM U.N. CHARTER

The first point is that when we talk about peacekeeping, and per-
haps this was not clarified sufficiently yesterday, we are not really
talking of the kind of operations that were envisaged when the
charter of the United Nations was drafted.

The charter looks toward enforcement actions and when we mse
the word “peacekeeping” we have in mind consent operations, or as a
colleague of mine calls it, “no-fault peacekeeping”, the kind of opera-
tion which takes place when parties are willing to have the United
Nations interpose itself rather than an operation that would impose
the will of the United Nations on a particular situation.

Second, there was little mention yesterday of the role of China
in the context of the discussion of the Middle East and in the context
of the peacekeeping operation and peacekeeping in general.

During the Security Council meetings on the Middle East. the
Chinese did not play a very active role but they said enough to show
a certain amount of distrust and distaste, not only for the United
Nations peacekeeping operation in the Middle East but for peace-
keeping in general.

This suggests that we be very careful in the way we move, and
certainly it suggests that the problem of negotiating peacekeeping
guidelines is not one of just finding a meeting ground between the
United States and the Soviet Union. /

VARYING VIEWS ON PEACEKEEPING

Of course, in addition to China, there are other conntries involved
who have strong views on peacekeeping. These include the middle
powers whose cooperation is essential if future peacekeeping opera-
tions are to be possible and successful.

It also suggests that an attempt to be very specific in negotiating
guidelines may create more difficulties than we would have if only

general guidelines were discussed, leaving specifics to be decided on a
case-by-case basis,
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In other words, it is reasonable to suppose that the People’s Republic
of China would be more likely to go along, to acquiesce in a particular
peacekeeping operation in the future than to commit itself to peace-
keeping in general and to procedures that have to be observed in all
specific cases.

Their performance in the case of the renewal of the mandate of the
peacekeeping operation in Cyprus suggests that this approach that
I have outlined, this rather more cautious approach, may have merit
from the point of view of the diplomatic negotiations that will be
resuming early next year.

TUNIQUE MIDDLE EAST SITUATION

My third point is that, when we talked about the terms of reference
of the United Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East (UNEF),
a number of points were in the document that was approved which
perhaps deserve to be highlighted.

The document that was approved was called “A Report of the Secre-
tary General” but in effect this report of October 27 constituted the
terms of reference, or if you will, the guidelines for this particular
operation. In addition to what has been mentioned, they called (a) for
an integrated and eflicient military unit and (b) for complete imparti-
ality on the part of the operation.

These two points, it seems to me, were not perhaps brought out
sufficiently yesterday, and they involve a principle which certainly is
relevant to the future negotiations. This is a consideration that should
be borne in mind in connection with the stipulation that the contin-
gents should be selected in consultation with the Security Council and
with the parties concerned and with equitable geographic representa-
tion.

Finally, the terms of reference as approved for the Middle East
peacekeeping operation said, “All matters which may affect the nature
or the continned effective functioning of the foree will be referred to
the Council for its decision.”

This could be fairly interpreted to mean that if one of the members
of the Security Council objects to a particular facet of the operation
after it has been launched, that member would have to ask for a Secur-
ity Council meeting to be called and would then have to ask for a
decision to overturn or to stop the particular operation of which he
disapproved.

ROLE OF MSC

My fourth observation in connection with yesterday’s hearings
relates to the role of the Military Staff Committee. The United Nations
Charter and the writers of the charter did not specifically contemplate
that the Military Staff Committee would be used for peacekeeping
operations of the kind we are discussing here. '

We have an open mind on the role of such a committee. Persuasive
arguments have been made why the committee should be activated
and why it can play a constructive role in connection with peacekeep-
Img operations.

On the other side, one could say that when UNEF was set up just
now, there seemed to be no compelling need to activate a committee of
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this kind and the operation has gotten underway without the need for
such a body.

This is not to say that a military staff committee could not play
a useful role under certain cireumstances. 1t does suggest, however, it
may not be useful in all future peacekeeping operations.

A minor point with respect to the staff committee. Article 47, para-
graph 3 of the charter does say that the Military Staff Committee
“shall be responsible for the strategic direction of any armed forees
placed at the disposal of the Security Council.”

This would suggest that if the committee were activated and if the
implication were made that this charter article applies to all peace-
keeping operations, we would have an immediate problem of deciding
whether the staff committee should have operational responsibilities.

I would suggest this would be a rather difficult problem to solve.

Mr. Chairman, these are remarks suggested by yesterday’s testi-
mony which T hope will help in focusing the discussion. I will reserve
some further remarks perhaps in connection with the questioning as
we proceed.

Mr. Hasruron. Thank you, we appreciate your remarks.

We will interrupt and let our colleague, Mr. Buchanan, go ahead
with his remarks.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. BUCHANAN, JR., A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA AND MEM-
BER, U.S. DELEGATION TO THE 28TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Bucranax. I hesitate to break in because we do have distin-
guished witnesses, and I will listen with you and profit from their
remarks,

Yesterday the committee heard from one of our very distinguished
Ambassadors at the United Nations, Bill Schaufele. I trust you were
as impressed with his testimony as I have been with the ealiber of his
work at the TN,

Indeed, we are led there by a distingnished team at the ambassa-
dorial level, and I think he shows the caliber of leadership we have
in that important place. '

I appreciate this opportunity to throw the light on one aspect of
our effort in connection with the present Middle East crisis there in
New York.

UNEF FUNDING

. It was my privilege to handle for our delegation the UNEF fund-
Ing issue in the Committee on Administration and Budget on which
I sit. ]

As T observed this developing crisis, it came as a very reassuring
thing to me, Mr. Chairman, that the United Nations demonstrated
a capability to perform and handle in a peacekeeping capacity with
an effectiveness which I quite frankly was not certain it possessed at
this point in history.

Many of us were skeptical of the ability of that organization to
handle a erisis of the kind that evolved in the Middle East.

May I underline this is a particularly difficult area, not only be-
cause the problems are quite complex, as you are well aware, but also
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because even as there are those of our eritics who would say that the
U.S. Congress is afilicted with a bias toward Israel and would eriticize
us for having an insufficient balance in our policies in this area, one
might say that a bias exists on the other side in the United Nations.

There are a number of Arab nations there; they obviously feel
strongly about these matters. The Communist bloc normally echoes
what they have to say. and there are other nations who are alined
with them politically there who tend to also voice a similar point of
view.

So one who is a critic of the U.N. might say the kind of bias
against Isracl is there that critics of our policy might say is here
for Israel in the Congress.

U.N. WAS EFFECTIVE

Under these eircumstances, it is not eagy for the United Nations to
effectively and fairly handle this kind of crisis.

Jut in this instance, it did so. I was personally impressed as an
obsgerver with the ability of the United States and the Soviet Union to
get together on joint resolutions.

[ was even more impressed with the role of nonalined nations in first
coming up with a proposal, a group of them, for a United Nations
Emereency Force, and then the role they played in the important
funding guestion and arrangements.

I would point up, first of all, if there were no United Nations orga-
nization, if there were not such a mechanism, it would simply not
have been possible to achieve the cease-fire and have the steps taken
toward peace in this crisis that have been the case.

I think the organization had surprising effectiveness in achieving
this.

In the matter of funding itself, I would point up the fact that we
arrived at a broad-based compromise of a compromise.

There were other proposals where we would have had to pay a
much higher amount. We arrived at a formula in which all members
of the Security Couneil, permanent members, paid 15 percent above
their rate for regular budget. However, all other member nations are
asked to pay some share of this cost.

This arrangement means for us some 28.9 pereent, which is less
than this vear’s assessment for regular budget, but slightly above the
1974 assessment when we begin to pay only 25 percent.

ARRIVING AT A BROAD-BASED DECISION

The thing that impressed me and made me want to testify here was
the way we arrived at this broad-based decision. ;

Ve had the leadership of a chairman from Tanzania who effectively
led toward the achievement of this compromise. He protected the rights
of the Tsraeli spokesman when he sought to speak. He directed our
efforts toward the fulfillment of our assigned funetion. The viee chair-
man from Iran also added his support to this compromise so this foree
could be funded and effectively work. His country’s leadership in the
group of 77 was critical in obtaining support for the plan.

We had restraint shown on both sides of those delegations directls
involved, and we had positive statesmanship shown by certain Arab
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countries, such as Yemen, Egypt, and Jordan, who were willing to
sacrifice proposals that would have brought direct benefit to them
economically and the political advantage of pointing an accusing finger
at the other side.

They were willing to go along with this compromise and even vote
to participate in the funding in order that it might be achieved.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the problems are deep and the situation is
complex.

On this very day, we have the new tension in the Middle East, but I
wanted to underline the fact that 105 nations were able to get together
on the critical question of funding this peacekeeping operation, this
peace force, that we had the participation of East and West. of Arab
and Isracli, and an active, leading role of nonalined nations.

U.N. SERVED IMPORTANT PURPOSE

Had it not been for the United Nations organization, this thing
would not have been possible.

Little nations, developing countries could not have played a role
toward achieving peace. The opposing sides could not have had the
forum in which these things could have been hammered out.

It would have been more difficult for us to arrive at the kind of solu-
tion that is at least in progress.

I want to sound, in what is still a dangerous situation. a note of hope.
I believe this year, the 28th session, has underlined the importance of
the United Nations organization, its capability as a peacekeeping orga-
nization and given new hope for peace not only in the Middle East
but in the world because it has effectively functioned, and great states-
manship has been shown by many countries and their representatives
in achieving this result.

Mr. Hasmirron. Congressman Buchanan. T don’t think you were here
when the subcommittee had words of praise for you and your perform-
ance in the United Nations, and we certainly appreciate what you have
done there,

You have served with distinetion, and we are especially appreciative
of the role you played with regard to this Emergency Force in the
Middle East. It is most encouraging to hear your words of encourage-
ment this morning.

Mr. Wilson,

Mr. Wirson. I didn’t want the Congressman to get away without
asking him a question if he was not going to be a part of the panel
at the end of the proceeding.

Mr. Haxarrox. T think we will proceed with the other witnesses and
if you have a question, you can direct it to ( ‘ongressman Buchanan,

Mr. Bucnanax. I would like to include in the record the vote on the
funding of the United Nations Emergency Force.

Mr. Hasmron. That will be included.

[See appendix, p. 77.]

Mr. Hamiwrox. Mr. Bloomfield, you may proceed.

]
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STATEMENT OF LINCOLN P. BLOOMFIELD, PROFESSOR OF POLITI-
CAL SCIENCE, MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. Broomrrerp. I will summarize my statement. T would like to
divide my remarks between short-term prospects and longer run
problems.

The Middle East crisis of 1973 showed once again how immensely
valuable it is when the going gets tough—to borrow a popular phrase—
to have a politically nentral international force that can get going.

PEACEKEEPING TMPORTANT

U.N. peacekeeping, with all its flaws, is the only device so far in-
vented that can constructively step in when nations are engaged in
fighting that may draw in the nuclear powers. The availability of the
device in fact gives them a reason to agree to stop fighting as well as
providing the rest of the world with a focus for efforts to restore
peace.

But we have said all this several times before when U.N. peacekeep-
ing has kept an international explosion from worsening. We said it
before in 1948 and 1967 in exactly the same area, as well as in 1960 in
the Congo and 1963 in Cyprus, all situations in which after trying
fruitlessly all other methods such as suppression, unilateral peace-
keeping, and alliance diplomacy, nations reluctantly discovered that
only U.N. peacekeeping would pacify the situation while keeping in-
dividual meddlers and interveners out.

It is equally clear that between such crises the U.N. has experienced
a steady decline, and its peacekeeping potential, instead of growing
as the logic of the age dictated, has gone into the deep freeze.

The reasons for the recent doldrums are painfully familiar. To over-
simplify, the political right, domestically and internationally, was
irritated by the TU.N.’s Congo intervention and its damage to com-
mercial interests, plus the growing dominance of the U.N. by third
world countries unsympathetic to such concerns.

The unalined countries have not backed peacekeeping, some of the
more radical countries suspecting it as neocolonialist and imperialist.

BOVIET POSITION

The Soviet Union in principle doctrinally opposes anything smack-
ing of supranational powers and insists on rigid control through the
veto.

In practice of course Moscow has tolerated and even encouraged
some peacekeeping.

The United States and much of Western Europe preach progressive
international community building in principle, but in practice, except
in moments of high crisis and failure of all other expedients, have
been unwilling to pay much of a price for the commitment of which
our rhetoric so eloquently spoke.

Meanwhile a neutral third party force has again been rushed into
place within 24 hours, and may again have saved the world from a
perilous confrontation.

Any foreseeable compromise peace arrangements that develop from
the forthcoming Geneva conference in the early spring on the Middle




East must depend heavily on U.N. peacekesping; probably in greater
numbers and with increased authority, in such places as the Sinai. the
Golan Heights, and the Strait. of Tiran.

Additionally, arrangements must be worked out for some form of
international custody of the Holy Places in Jerusalem, where perhaps
something resembling a U.N. Vatican guard may have to be devised.

Israel will have to be persnaded to abandon her previous insistence
that U.N. forces be stationed only outside her territory. This in turn
I imagine will require new U.S. guarantees, underwriting more firmly
the U.N.’s less reliable assurance.

NEW SITUATION IN MIDDLE EAST

The force of events may thus unlock the door to a new stage in multi-
lateral peacekeeping capabilities that no amount of abstract diseus-
sion between erises was able to.

Yet all past experience shows that when ecrises subside. the nations.
led by the superpowers, invariably revert to purely unilateral be-
havior; T.S. peaceleeping, to borroty a Watergrate metaphor, goes off
their screen until the next war.

What then can be said of the longer term development of peace-
keeping? How ean it be built into the system so it does not have to be
reinvented each time, and above all so that it is a normal option for
action?

The committee is familiar with the nnderlying issues that remain
unresolved even with the new UNEF in place. You know of the at-
tempts by U.N. Secretaries General to secure advance commitments,
You have heard proposals from scholars and others, particularly the
outstanding work by my friend General Rikhye and the International
Peace Academy. for improved ground rules, training programs, fi-
nancing, and so forth.

You are equally aware that. as before, what is chiefly lackine is the
expectation on the part of governments and people that when fiehting
breaks out—more importantly, before it breaks out—mneuntral third
party personnel would be automatically and routinely available for
deployment as observers, fact-finders, and, if necessary, trucekeepers.

ACTING ON EARLY WARNINGS

[f there were such an expectation. it wonld be natural to act when
early warning was received of potential war. and action could be
certain when fighting broke out. Neither of these is true today except
under rare cirenmstances.

Under those circumstances responsible governments would give
their support realizing that, on occasion. their toes wonld be stepped
upon and their friends and clients prevented from having their own
way.

We may be far from such a general acceptance and expectation of
even noncoercive regularized and codified international peacekeeping.
The U.N. Committee of 33 re listieally concentrated on developine a
model of observation and factfinding for the badly needed conflict-
prevention task.

But it deferred the next step on a peacekeeping desien until the So-
viet Union and the United States resolved their underlying differences.
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Those differences turned on the issue of empowerment of the Secre-
tary General in the name of efficiency—which we wanted—versus com-
plete oversight by the Security Council—which Moscow wanted.

[ now wonder if the other members should have been content to wait
for such agreement; the middle powers might rather have gotten
together and sketched out a sensible and attractive plan to whieh the
wise could repair, for which we all might eventually have thanked
them.

I think there is an urgent need for new ideas and pressures on the
part of the middle powers who, after all, have been the responsible
peacekeepers in the postwar years.

SECURITY COUNCIL’S ROLE

But they didn’t do this, and the United States-Soviet deadlock re-
mained even after intensive working-level negotiation. Some of us on
the outside became convinced that while these doctrinal differences
were real enough, in practice the United States had accepted the vir-
tually exclusive mandate of the Security Council, while in practice
the Soviets had not opposed any and had favored some of the con-
temporary peacekeeping efforts.

I don’t know if Ambassador Yost mentioned yesterday that at a
meeting last April in Moscow of American and Soviet United Nations
Association panels on Collective Security and European Security, he
and I both felt confirmed in our convictien that the main reason for
the continued deadlock was the absence of top-level attention to this
problem in both Governments.

We sought to urge on both sides the upgrading of the peacekeeping
issue to the summit level, if only to shake both bureaucracies out of
their frozen positions.

It was very gratifying to learn that the Department of State began
some new activity on this matter this fall, and the new look was re-
flected in Seeretary Kissinger’s encouraging reference in his General
Assembly speech to compromising the peacekeeping issue.

NEW UNEF

Evidently the October 6 fighting overtook the policy process.
When UNEF-II was hastily set up, Secretary General W aldheim’s
ground rules for its operation were t-wvntml]\ those of 1956: that is,
no great powers, no coercion, no side taking—but also no provi-
sion to avoid repetition of the 1967 fiasco when Egyptian President
Nasser unilaterally kicked out the earlier UNEF.

In this newest act of creation the U.S. Government inexplicably
strained at the gnat of Eastern European representation on the force
after swallowing a whole series of camels involved in superpower
détente.

For its part Moscow played the same perilous brinksman’s game
it had played in earlier Middle Eastern wars by threatening unilateral
intervention—usually, however, after the fichting had been offic ially
-mn]wd

Despite these weaknesses, the door is now open once again to some
forward movement in building this essential factor more securely
into the fabric of international peace and security. If, through some
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miracle, peace does come to the Middle East, it will go off the front
page. ;

Will the great powers once again lapse into their customary indif-
ference to this subject and wait for the next clifthanger before we
achieve needed reforms in peacekeeping ?

Equally to the point, is a stepped-up U.N. peacekeeping capacity
likely to be misused by other states in pursuit of their racial, ethnie,
or ideological convictions rather than for the real cases of clear inter-
state aggression—and civil war that threatens to spread into inter-
national war because of outside intervention, and therefore should be
insulated while change may take place internally.

LOOKING TO THE FUTURE

Taking these considerations into account, against the background
of the checkered history of peacekeeping in the 16 years since Suez,
what of the longer range future ¢

Let me suggest five major features of a plan that could, I believe,
help strengthen peacekeeping for the common purpose of preventing
the escalation and spread of local conflicts on our nuclear-tipped
planet :

One. A formula should now be devised to resolve the Security
Council-Secretary General arguments that have impeded forward
progress for 4 years. The United States can surely agree that in all
foreseeable circumstances the Council will be responsible for author-
izing the mission, drawing up its mandate, approving its leadership
and composition, closely monitoring its execution, and deciding on its
termination.

The Soviet Union can surely agree that a committee of members
of the Council can deal with day-to-day problems, while the Secretary
General is responsible for carrying out details of the mandate, in con-
sultation with the committee.

The committee might be composed of the two superpowers plus a
representative sample of Council members. The exclusion of the other
permanent members will be painful, but reflects the stark fact that
without the Big Two there will be no effective T/.N. and with their
collaboration there will.

I'f China is to refuse even to participate in votes on peacekeeping—
as in the recent Mideast debates—and if the Sino-Soviet rivalry is to
continue, this is the only realistic compromise solution.

EARMARKING SYSTEM AND TRAINING PROGRAM

Two. The earmarking system ought to be substantially upgraded,
with powerful encouragement by the Big Two to small and middle
powers to earmark and train appropriate units.

The bulk of the earmarkers should not be members of either nu-
clear alliance—NATO or the Warsaw Pact. But since Canada, Nor-
way and Denmark have long been members of the UL.N. peacekeeping
operations, it is time to stop playving games and agree to balance them
with Eastern European countries, preferably in the logistical roles
Canada and Poland play in UNEF-IT.

The encouragement from the big powers could take the form of logis-
tics and training funds, supplying equipment depots for rapid de-
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ployment, airlift and sealift earmarking long recommended by many,
and a permanent peace fund for use when needed in emergencies.

Three. A training program should be started, perhaps building on
the splendid Scandinavian model that has been quietly functioning for
vears. This would broaden the base of trained staff officers and non-
coms in special skills, language and the like, representing a way of in-
volving personnel from nonalined countries which have no national
capability for such.

ll*‘mu'. The sensitive and even revolutionary rule should be faced,
debated, and adopted to the effect that a U.N. peacekeeping force estab-
lished by the Security Council with the consent of the warring sides
may not be removed without the consent of both parties to the agree-
ment—the warring sides and the Security Council.

To be realistic, the Security Council vote should not be subject to
veto, otherwise one state could in theory keep a force indefinitely in
an area where no one else wants it to stay—an obviously absurd
situation.

The specified vote should either be procedural, requiring a simple
majority : or a qualified majority such as two-thirds, including the two
superpowers. The fact that the charter does not specify such a quali-
fied vote is no reason not to make the organization more flexible and re-
sponsive through nonconstitutional adaptive devices such as that
suggoested.

The problem will remain of parts of a T.N. force melting away in
the face of a threat such as Nasser’s in 1967, even if new legal re-
quirements specify a prior Council vote.

This is an additional reason for a much broader roster of small and

medium states available for peacekeeping missions—and for the con-
curring Council vote requirement.

FINANCING OFF' PEACEKEEPING

Five. The financing of peacekeeping remains unresolved, and this
time China has worsened matters by following the unhelpful former
Soviet-French lead and refusing to pay any share of assessed costs for

INEF-II.

The ultimate absurdity would be a new article 19 erunch, which no
one would enforce, against China. Onee again it is clear that only an
assured source of revenue will permit escape from this chronic bind.

My own recommendation continues to call for independent sources
of TU.N. revenue. such as a modest percentage of royalties from high
seas deep-sea mineral and oil extraction—which will hopefully be
licensed by the U.N. anyway; from international transactions such
as trade, airmail, cable and satellite communications traffic: or from
a new capital fund to which all would subseribe, and which would be
reserved for peacekeeping operations.

The decisions about actually using the accumulated funds would be
unchanged and control by the responsible powers would be, if any-
thing, tightened by using the Security Council more than before.

SECURITY OQOUNCIL NOT IMPARTIAL

Having said all this, it is painfully true that, in the present case
at least, the Security Council is simply not impartial. Rather, it is




loaded in favor of the Arab side. Similarly, in December 1971 it was
loaded toward the Indian side. In both cases the favored parties were
the ones who started the particular round of fighting. It is not a
tribunal of judges and never will be.

This seems to me yet another reason why greater emphasis must be
placed on the kinds of conflict prevention and war-averting strategies
that have, vainly it seems, been advocated to avoid the bloody erisis
through which the world continues to lurch.

But to even begin on the ascent to a new plateau, the indispensable
condition is something we have not had—a solid commitment by major
governments, including our own, to both the concept, of confiict-pre-
vention, and the strengthening of peacekeeping through multilateral
organization, a commitment not just at times of international bank-
ruptey and panie, but when there is time for orderly planning, negoti-
ating and organizing.

All of what I say assumes that the Soviet Union will continue to
pursue its own interests, and dogmatically oppose any explicit em-
powerment of nonvetoable activities that may clash with its interests.

It assumes that many third world countries will suspect imperial-
istie motives on the part of the big powers, and will remain obsessed
with southern Africa as the only real threat in their line of vision.

It also assumes continuing tendencies in the U.S. Government. both
executive branch and Congress, to try to keep full control of 10.S.
money and commitments, even while calling for expanded T.N.
capabilities,

Someone said that the great thing about experience in that it enables
you to recognize the same mistake every time you make it, Hopefully
we can count on the new mood in the Congress and on the known
reasoning powers of the new Secretary of State to combine to force
the pace, and help strengthen this essential building block of world
eace.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[¥Following is Professor Bloomfield’s prepared statement 3

PEACEKEEPING AND THE MippLe East 1972

[ will divide my remarks between short-term prospects and longer-run
roblems,

The Middle East crisis of 1973 showed onece again how immensely valuable it
is when the going gets tough (to borrow a popular phrase), to have a politieally
neutral international force that ean get going.

U.N. peacekeeping, with all its flaws, is the only device so far invented that
can construetively step in when nations are engaged in fighting that may draw
in the nuclear powers. The availability of the device in faect gives them a reason
to agree to stop fighting as well as providing the rest of the world with a focus
for efforts to restore peace.

But we have said all this several times hefore when T.N. peacekeeping has kept
an international explosion from worsening, We said it before in 1948 and 1967
in exactly the same area, as well as in 1960 in the Congo and 1963 in Cyprus,
all situations in which after trying fruitlessly all other methods such as sup-
p'ression, “unilateral peacekeeping,” and alliance diplomacy, nations reluetantly
discovered that only U.N. peacekeeping wonld pacify the situation while keeping
individual meddlers and interveners ont.

It is equally clear that between such erises the TLN. has experienced a steady
decline, and its peacekeeping potential, instead of growing as the logic of the age
dietated, has gone into the deep freeze, The reasons for the recent doldrums are
painfully familiar. To oversimplify, the political right, domestieally and interna-




tienally, was irritated by the U.N

mereial interests, plus the growing dominance of the U.N. by third world coun-
tries unsympathetic to such concerns. The unaligned countries have not back
peacekeepi some of the more radical countries suspecting it as *neocolonialis
and imperialist, The Soviet Union in prineciple doetrinally opposes anything
smacking of supranational powers and insists on rigid control through the veto.
In praetice of course Moscow has tolerated and even encouraged some peace-
keeping. The United States and much of Western Eurepe preach progressive inter-
national community-building in prineiple, but in practice, except in moments of
high crisis and failure of all other expedients, they have been unwilling to pay
mueh of a price for the commitment of whieh their rhetoric so eloguently spoke.

Meanwhile a nentral third-party force has again been rushed into place within
24 hours, and may again have saved the world from a perilous confrontation.
Any foreseeable compromise peace arrangements that develop from the forth-
coming Geneva conference on the Middle East must depend heavily on U.N.
peacekeeping, probably in greater numbers and with inereased authority, in such
Places as the Sinai, the Golan Heights, and the mouth of the Strait of Tiran.
Additionally, arrangements must be worked out for some form of international
custody of the Holy Places in Jerusalem, and something resembling a “U.N.
Vatiean Guard” may have to be devised. Israel will have to be persuaded to aban-
don her previous insistence that U.N, foreces be stationed outside her territory.
This in turn will require new U.S. guarantees, underwriting more firmly the
LLNs Jess reliable assurance,

The force of events may thus unloek the door to a new stage in multilateral
peacekeeping capabilities that no amount of abstract discussion between crises
was able to. Yet all past experience shows that when crises subside, the nations,
led by the superpowers, invariably revert to purely unilateral behavior: UN
peacekeeping, to borrow a Watergate metaphor, goes off their sereen until the
next war.

What then ean be said of the longer-term development of peacekeeping? How
ean it be built into the ssytem so it does not have to be reinvented each time, and
above all so that it is a normal option for action ?

The Committee is familiar with the underlying issues that remain unresolved
even with the new UNEF in place. You know of the attempts by UN Secretaries
General to secure advance commitments. You have heard proposals from schol-
ars and others for improved ground rules, training programs, financing, and so
forth, You are equally aware that, as before, what is chiefly lacking is the ex-
pectation on the part of governments and people that when fighting breaks out—
more importantly, before it breaks out—neutral third-party personnel would be
auntomatically and rontinely available for deployment as observers, fact-finders,
and, if necessary, truce-keepers, If there were such an expectation, it would be
natural to act when early-warning was received of potential war, and action
would be certain when fighting broke out. Under those circumstances responsible
governments would give their support realizing that on occasion their toes would
be stepped upon and their friends and elients prevented from having their own
Wiy,

We may be far from such a general acceptance and expectation of even non-
coercive regularized and codified international peacekeeping. The U.N. Commit-
tee of 33 realistically concentrated on developing a model of observation and
fact-finding for the badly-needed conflict-prevention task. But it deferred the
next step on a peacckeeping design until the Soviet Union and United States re-
solved their underlying differences. Those differences turned on the issune of em-
powerment of the Secretary General in the name of efficieney—which we
wanted—uversus complete oversight by the Security Council—which Moscow
vauted. I now wonder if the other members shonld have been content to wait
for such agreement; the middle powers might rather have gotten together and
sketched out a sensible and attractive plan to which the wise could repair, for
which we all might eventually have thanked them.

jut they didn't, and the U.S.-Soviet deadlock remained even affer intensive
working-level negotiation. Some of us on the ontside became convineed that while
these doctrinal differences were real enough, in practice the 1.8. had ac epted
the virtually exclusive mandate of the Hecurity Council, while in practice the
Soviets had not opposed any and had favored some of the confemporary peace-
keeping eflforfs.

This last April at a meeting in Moscow of American and Soviet United Na-
tions Association panels on Collective Security and European Security, Am-
Lassador Yost (who may have mentioned this here yesterday) and I both felt
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confirmed in our conviction that the main reason for the continued deadlock was
the absence of top-level attention to this problem in both governments. We sought
to urge on both sides the upgrading of the peacekeeping issue to the summit level,
if only to shake both bureaucracies out of their frozen positions.

It was very gratifying to learn that the Department of State began some
new activity on this matter, and the new look was reflected in Secretary
Kissinger's encouraging reference in his General Assembly speech to compro-
mising the peacekeeping issue. Evidently the October 6th fighting overtook the
policy process. When UNEF-II was hastily set up, Seeretary General Waldheim’s
ground rules for its operation were essentially those of 1956, i.e. no great powers,
no coercion, and no side-taking—but also no provision to avoid repetition of
the 1947 fiasco when Egyptian President Nasser unilaterally kicked out the
earlier UNEF., In this newest act of creation the U.S. government inexplicably
strained at the gnat of BEastern European representation on the foree after
swallowing a whole series of camels involved in superpower detente. For its
part Moscow played the same perilous brinksman’s game it had played in earlier
Middle Eastern wars by threatening unilateral intervention (always, however,
after the fighting had been officially stopped).

The door is now open once again to some forward movement in building this
essential factor more securely into the fabrie of international peace and security.
If through some miracle, peace does come to the Middle East it will go off fhe
front page. Will the great powers once again lapse into their customary indif-
ference to this subject and wait for the next cliff-hanger before achieving
needed reforms in peacekeeping?

Equally to the point, is a stepped-up U.N. peacekeeping capacity likely to
be misused by other states in pursuit of their racial, ethnie, or ideological con-
victioug rather than for the real eases of elear inter-state agegression (and eivil
war that threatens to spread info international war because of outside inter-
vention, and therefore should be insulated while change may take place
internally).

Taking these considerations into account, against the background of the
checkered history of peacekeeping in the sixteen years since Suez, what of the
longer range future? Let me suggest five major features of a plan that eonld,
I believe, help strengthen peacekeeping for the common purpose of preventing
the escalation and spread of loeal conflicts on our nuelear-tipped planet ;

(1) A formula should now be devised to resolve the Security Council-Secretary
General arguments that have impeded forward progress for four years. The
U.8. can surely agree that in all foreseeable cirenmstances the Couneil will be
responsible for authorizing the mission, drawing up its mandate, approving
its leadership and composition, closely monitoring its execution, and deciding
on its termination. The Soviets can surely agree that a commitice of memhbers
of the Council can deal with day-to-day problems, while the Secretary-General
is responsible for carrying out details of the mandate, in consultation with
the committee. The committee might be composed of the two stuperpowers plus
a representative sample of Council members, The exclusion of the other perma-
nent members will be painful, but reflects the stark fact that without the Big
Two there will be no effective U.N., and with their collaboration there will.
If China is to oppose and even refuse to participate in votes on peacekeeping
(as in the recent Mid East debates), and if the Sino-Soviet rivalry is to continne,
this is the only realistic compromise solution.

(2) The earmarking system ought to be substantially upgraded, with powerful
enconragement by the Big Two to small and middle powers to earmark and
train appropriate units, The bulk of the earmarkers should be not members of
either nuclear alliance—NATO or the Warsaw Pact. But since Canada. Norway
and Denmark have long been members of U.N. peacekeeping operations, it is
time to stop playing games and agree to balance them with Eastern Enropean
countries, preferably in the logistical roles Canada and Poland play in UNEF-II.
The encouragement from the big powers conld take the form of logisties and
training funds, supplying equipment depots for rapid deployment, airlift and
sealift earmarking long recommended by many, and a permanent peace fund
for use when needed in emergencies.

(3) A training program should be started, perhaps building on the splendid
Seandinavian model that has been quietly functioning for years. This wounld
broaden the base of trained staff officers and noncoms in special skills, langnage,
and the like, representing a way of involving personnel from non-aligned coun-
tries which have no national eapability for such. '
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(4) The sensitive and even revolutionary rule should be faced, debated, and
adopred to the effect that a U.N, peacekeeping force established by the Security
Couneil with the consent of the warring sides may not be removed without the
consent of both parties to the agreement—the warring sides and the Security
Council. To be realistie, the Security Council vote should not be subject to veto,
otherwise one state could in theory keep a force indefinifely in an area where
no ona else wants it to stay. The specified vote should either be procedural,
requiring a4 simple majority, or a qualified majority such as two thirds, including
the two superpowers. The fact that the Charter does not specify such a qualified
vote i5 no reason not to make the organization more flexible and responsive
through non-constitutional adaptive devices such as that suggested.

The problem will remain of parts of a U.N. force melting away in the face
of a threat such as Nassger's in 1967, even if new legal requirements specify a
prior Couneil vote. This is an additional reason for a much broader roster of
small and medinm states available for peacekeeping missions—and for the
concurring Counecil vote requirement. (The difficulty of finding truly impartial
nations also argues for a mueh broader roster to draw on.)

(5) The financing of peacekeeping remains unresolved, and thig time China
has followed the former unhelpful Soviet-French lead and refuses fo pay any
share of assessed costs for UNEF-II. The ultimate absurdity would be a new
Article 19 erunech, which no one would enforce, against China. Once again it
is clear that only an assured source of revenne will permit eseape from this
chronie bind. My own recommendation continues to eall for independent sources
of U.N. revenue, such as a modest percentage of royalties from high seas
deep-sea mineral and oil extraction (which will hopefully be licensed by the
U.N. anyway) ; from international transactions such as trade, airmail, cable
and satellite eommunications traffic; or from a new capital fund to whieh all
would subseribe, and which wonld be reserved for peacekeeping operations, The
decisions about actually using the accumulated funds would be unchanged and,
if anything, tightened by using the Seeurity Council more than hefore.

Having said all this, it is painfully true that, in the present case at least,
the Security Couneil is simply not impartial. Rather, it is loaded in favor of
the Arab side. Similarly, in December 1971 it was loaded toward the Indian
side. In both cases the favored parties were the ones who started the particular
round of fighting.

This seems to me yet another reason why greater emphasis must be placed on
the kinds of conflict-prevention and war-averting strategies that have, vainly it
seems, been advocated to avoid the bloody ecrises through which the world con-
tinues to lurch.

But to even begin on the ascent to a new plateau, the indispensable condition is
something we have not had—a solid commitment by major governments, includ-
ing our own, to both the concept of conflict-prevention, and the strengthening of
]:Paf'(nkee;)lng through multilateral organization, a commitment not just at times
of international bankruptey and panie, but when there is time for orderly plan-
ning, negotiating and organizing.

All of what I say assumes that the Soviet Union will continue to pursue its own
interests, and dogmatically oppose any explicit empowerment of nonvetoable
activities that may clash with its interests. It assumes many third world coun-
tries will suspect imperialistic motives on the part of the big powers, and will
remain obsessed with southern Afriea as the only real threat in their line of
vision. It also assumes continuing tendencies in the T.8. Government, hoth
executive branch and Congress, to try to keep full control of U.8. money and
commitments, even while calling for expanded U.N. eapabilities,

Someone said that the great thing about experience is that it enables you to
recognize the same mistake every time you make it. Hopefully we can count on
the new mood in the Congress and on the known reasoning powers of the new
Secretary of State to combine to force the pace, and help strengthen this essen-
tial building block of world peace,

Mr. Haymrox. Thank you, Professor Bloomfield.,
General Rikhye.
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STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. INDAR JIT RIEHYE (RETIRED), FOR-
MER COMMANDER OF U.N. EMERGENCY FORCE IN GAZA; PRES-
IDENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL PEACE ACADEMY, NEW YORK

General Rixnye. My remarks pertain to UNEF-T, the present and
future trends.

UNEF-TI was established in the Middle East toward the end of 1956
after the Suez war, was a novel experiment in the use of military forces
to keep the peace.

The force was denied the right to use force except in self-defense
and had to aceomplish its tasks by peaceful means.

INTENTIONS OF UNEF I

This force was intended to: one, interpose between Anglo-French-
Israeli and Egyptian forces: two, protect the canal elearing opera-
tions; three, follow up the withdrawal of the Anglo-French forces
from the canal area, of Israeli forces from the Sinai, and later, four.
supervise the armistice demarcation line in the Gaza Strip and the
international frontier along the Sinai and insure free passage of ship-
ping through the Strait of Tiran at Sharm al-Shaylh.

This force proved successful in accomplishing its tasks until it was
withdrawn on May 18, 1967, Its success can be attributed to the lead-
ership and the diplomatic skill of Dag Hammerskjold and to its first
commander, Lt. Gen. E. T.. M. Burns of Canada; second, to the wide
international support it received ; and third, to Egyptian cooperation;
and last but not the least, to the performance of the troops in serupu-
lously and conscientiously carrying out their responsibilities without
resort to force.

The force was established by the General Assembly of the United
Nations under the “Uniting for Peace” resolution passed by the As-
sembly earlier to avoid a Security Council veto. Thus. the authority
of the force stemmed from chapter VI of the charter; that is, the pro-
vision relating to peaceful resolution of conflicts, rather than chapter
VII of the charter, that which authorizes enforcement action. The
consent of Egypt and Israel was essential for the introduction of the
force, and because Israel refused deployment of any part of the force
on its territory, it abandoned its right to influence the decision when
Egypt requested its withdrawal in May 1967.

While the force had kept peace and quiet in the area, the situation
along Israel’s borders with Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon proved dif-
ferent. There were almost daily border violations, and as Palestinian
guerrilla activity increased, it met Israeli retaliation, starting a cycle
of incidents and escalation that would only lead to war. Meanwhile,
there was little progress in getting any serious negotiations under way
to resolve the conflict.

PEACEKEEPING TODAY

The United Nations is presently engaged in three peacekeeping op-
erations. In Cyprus it continues to keep the Greek and Turkish
Cypriots apart while the dialog between the two parties continues with
a view to finding a lasting solution. In Kashmir, an observer group
has kept a helpless watch while India and Pakistan have fought two
major wars. In the Middle East, following the Yom Kippur war, a
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new force has been introduced to Supervise the cease-fire, Some 2,500
troops have been introduced so far. While Egypt and Israel argue
over the question of withdrawal to the lines held on October 22, the
deployment of the force has been delayed by bitter dispute between the
United States and the Soviet Union over questions relating to com-
position and financing of the force. These issues have been explained
by the distinguished Congressman, Mr. Buchanan, and have now been
resolved, and it is hoped that the force will reach its full strength of
about 7,000 in 6 weeks. There is also an increase in the size of the
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, and for the first time,
Soviet observers have been included, though they have yet to be em-
ployed—eight U.S. observers have already been serving there.

SOME PEACEKEEPING SUCCESSES

The United Nations has achieved a measure of success in peace-
keeping and in the settlement of disputes. But 28 years after the sign-
ing of the charter, it has yet to create an effective international sys-
tem to insure peace, security, and world order. United Nations involve-
ment in peacekeeping indicates that its degree of success can be meas-
ured against the support and cooperation given by the ereat powers.
There are clear indications from deliberations of the Committee of
33 appointed by the General Assembly to resolve the major issues
relating to peacekeeping operations, that if the United Nations is to
achieve success, it must have the complete support of not only the
small and middle nations which urgently need an international system
of world security, but also the support and collaboration of the ereat
powers.

Conflicts such as the Middle East, where there is great power in-
volvement and near confrontation, if escalated. could prove dangerous
to world peace, as we have seen in this particular case in the Middle
East. After years of bilateral and unilateral actions on the part of the
member states, the United Nations Charter principles are beginning
to look more realistic again. It is in the interests of the two super-
powers, separately and collectively, not only to avoid the possibility
of armed hostilities but also to establish a world system that will re-
duce violent conflicts and strengthen the United Nations for the peace-
ful resolution of conflicts.

There are a number of smaller problems which can be solved while
the larger issues concerning peacekeeping continue to be debated in
the Committee of 33, especially between the United States and the
Soviet Union. Ad hoc peacekeeping operations have little prepara-
tion and organization, inadequate institutional arrangements at the
United Nations, weak command and control, poor sienal communi-
cations and liaison, and shoestring type of administration and logistic
support. These perhaps may not be very important politically but
they are of tremendous importance to the people actually responsible
for carrying out the tasks assigned to them. :

THE NEW UNEF FORCE

All these limitations are manifested once again as the new United
Nations Emergency Force is now being established in Egypt. If such
operations have been successful in any degree, it is due more to the
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determination of the participants than to the support that the other
Member Nations of the United Nations provide. The inability of the
United Nations to institutionalize peacekeeping by the provision of
cuitable stafl and informational resources can be remedied. Command
and control, both at the United Nations headquarters and in the field,
can surely be improved. Many governments have already instituted
plans, as Lincoln Bloomfield pointed out, for the preparation of their
personnel and troops on a standby basis, and this arrangement needs
every encouragement and coordination.

The United States. as part of its aid program around the globe.
assists the military preparedness of many nations within regional or
bilateral agreements. Preparation for peacekeeping operations by
these armed forces. and by their personnel who attend the many train-
ing courses organized by the United States, could surely be accom-
plished with little added cost.

Recently T had an occasion to visit Fort Bragg, and there at the
John F. Kennedy Center very light training is under way which could
be of tremendons value to many of the countries to whom the United
States provides military assistance.

Mr. Chairman. the U.S. Congress resolved some years ago that the
military aid program could be used to equip recipient countries for
peacekeeping. This resolution has never been implemented, and is
certainly worthy of being revived.

PENDING ISSUES

There will, of course. still remain several important issues to be

settled : (1) the procedure for establishing peacekeeping missions and
the conditions under which they may be withdrawn—as has been
referred to by Professor Bloomfield; (2) clarification of the provisions
of the charter under which peacekeeping missions are established: (3)
the extent of involvement by the Military Staff Committee and other
competent United Nations organs, such as the Security Council, in the
day-to-day administration of peacekeeping operations—and it was
referred to by Mr. Herz that, if the Military Staff Committee were
aiven the responsibility in the Middle East. it would also have strategic
direction, which is surely required. But while we deny the force
strategic direction, we have also denied military support.

Issue (4). the utilization of the Secretary-General’s good offices;
(5) the financial arrangements required to maintain peacekeeping
machinery; (6) the desirability of establishing standby United Na-
tions peacekeeping forces: and last but not least (7) the development
of parallel peacemaking machinery.

CHOICES AVAILABLE

There are only two choices available, Mr. Chairman, fo the states
members of the United Nations when confronting a serious crisis.
One is to seize an early opportunity where there is a common interest
in resolving it. This kind of opportunity is inherent in the Middle
East situation. Quite obviously, the two superpowers have not shown
any desire to go to war to support their respective commitments to
the two sides in the Middle East. The new United Nations Emergency
Force and its enlarged United Nations observer group in the Middle
East can serve as a model for future peacekeeping machinery.
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The alternative is to continue the status quo with its obvious poten-
tial for disastrous results.

United Nations experience has established that more effective peace-
keeping machinery can be created, given the support of the great
powers. There is little doubt that this machinery is needed to help the
small and medinm powers, but recognition of the fact that it would
also benefit the big powers has been slow in coming. The argument of
these remarks, then, is that it is in the interest of all nations to
strengthen the United Nations ability to keep the peace and reduce
the cause of violence. Recent events in the Middle East have again
demonstrated that there is no other alternative.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[General Rikhye’s prepared statement follows :]

UNEF-I aAxp Fururg PEACEKEEPING

The United Nations Emergency Force, established in the Middle BEast toward
the end of 1956 after the Suez war, was a novel experiment in the use of military
forces to keep the peace. The force was denied the right to use force except in
self-defense and had to accomplish its tasks by peaceful means. This force was
intended to: (1) interpose between Anglo-French-Israeli and Egyptian forces;
(2) protect the canal-clearing operations; (3) follow up the withdrawal of the
Anglo-French forces from the canal area and of Israeli forces from the Sinai,
and later, (4) supervise the armistice demarcation line in the Gaza Strip and
the international frontier along the Sinai and insure free passage of shipping
through the Strait of Tiran at Sharm el Sheikh.

This force proved successful in accomplishing its tasks until it was withdrawn
on May 18, 1867, Its suecess can be attributed to the leadership and the diplo-
matie skill of Dag Hammarskjold and to its first commander, Lt. Gen. L. L. M.
Burns of Canada ; secondly, to the wide international support it received: and
thirdly, to Egyptian cooperation; and last but not the least, to the performance
of the troops in serupulously and conscientiously carrying out their responsi-
bilities without resort to foree,

The force was established by the General Assembly of the United Nations under
the “Uniting for Peace” Resolution passed by the Assembly earlier to aveid a
Security Couneil veto. Thus, the authority of the force stemmed from chapter
VI of the Charter, i.e.. the provision relating to peaceful resolution of conflicts,
rather than chapter VII of the Charter, that which authorises enforcement
action. The eonsent of Egypt and Israel was essential for the introduetion of
the force, and because Israel refused deployment of any part of the force on
its terrifory, it abandoned its right to ‘influence the decision when Egypt re-
quested its withdrawal in May 1967,

While the foree had kept peace and quiet in the area, the situation along
Israel’'s borders with Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon proved different. There were
almost daily border violations, and as Palestinian guerrilla activity increased.
it met Israeli retalintion, starting a cyecle of incidents and escalation that would
only lead to war. Meanwhile, there was little progress in getting any serious
negotiations underway to resolve the confliet,

The United Nations is presently engaged in three peacekeeping operations.
In Cyprus it continues to keep the Greek and Turkish Cypriots apart while the
dialog between the two parties continues with a view to finding a lasting solution.
In Kashmir, an observer group has kept a helpless watch while India and Paki-
stan have fought two major wars, In the Middle East, following the Yom Kippur
war, a new force has been infroduced fo supervise the cease-fire. Some 2.500
troops have been introduced so far. While Egypt and Israel arene over the ques-
tion of withdrawal fo the lines held on October 22, the deployment of the force
has been delayed by bitter dispute between the United States and the Soviet
Union over guestions relating to composition and financing of the force. These
issnes have now been resolved, and it is hoped that the force will reach its full
strength of about 7.000 in 6 weeks. There is also an increase in the size of the
United Nations Truee Supervision Organization, and for the first time, Soviet
observers have been included, though they have yet to be employed—eight U.S,
observers have already been serving there,
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The TUnited Nations has achieved a measure of snccess in peacekeeping and
in the settlement of disputes. But 28 years after the signing of the Charter, it
has vet to ereate an effective international system fo ensure peac security, and
world order. United Nations involvement in peacekeeping indicates that its
degree of success can be measured against the support and cooperation given
by the great powers. There are clear indications from deliberations of the
Committee of Thirtv-Three appointed by the General Assembly to resolve the
major issues relating to peacekeeping operations, that if the United Nations is
to achieve success, it must have the complete support of not only the small and
middle nations. which urgently need an international system of world security,
but also rthe support and collaboration of the great powers.

Conflicts such as the Middle Bast, where there is great-power involvement
and near confrontation, if escalated, could prove dangerous to world Deace.
After years of bilateral and unilateral actions on the part of the Member
States, the United Nations' Charter principles arve beginning to look more
realistic again., It is in the interesis of the two superpowers, separately and
collectively, not only to avoid the possibility of armed hostilities but also to estab-
lish a world system that will rednee violent conflicts and strengthen the United
Nations for the peaceful resolution of confliets.

There are a number of smaller problems which ean be solved while the larger
issnes concerning peacekeeping continue to be debated in the Committee of
Thirty-Three, especially between the United States and the Soviet Union. Ad
hoe peacekeeping operations have little preparation and organisation, inade-
quate institutional arrangements at the United Nations, weak command and
eontrol, poor signal communications and liaison, and a shoe-string type of ad-
ministration and logistic support. All these limitations are manifested once
again as the new United Nations Emergency Force is now being established in
Beypt. If such operations have been successful in any degree, it is due more to
the determination of the participants than to the support that the other Mem-
ber Nations of the United Nations provide. The inability of the United Nations
to institutionalise peacekeeping by the provision of suitable staff and informn-
tional resonrces ean be remedied. Command and control, hoth at the United Na-
tions headquarters and in the field, can surely be improved, Many governments
have already instituted plans for the preparation of their personnel and troops
on a standby basis, and this arrangement needs every encouragement and
coordination.

The United States, as part of its aid programme arvound the globe, assists the
military preparedness of many nations within regional or bilateral agreements,
Preparation for peacekeeping operations by these armed forces, and by their
personnel who attend the many fraining courses organised by the United States,
could surely be accomplished with little added cost. The United States Con-
gress resolved some years ago that the military aid programme could be used
to equip recipient countries for peacekeeping. This resolution has never been
implemented, and is certainly worthy of heing revived.

There will, of course, still remain several important issues to be seftled: (1}
the procedure for establishing peacekeeping missions and the conditions under
which they may be withdrawn: (2) clarification of the provisions of the Charfer
under which such peacekeeping missions are established : (3) the extent of in-
volvement by the Military Staff Committee and other competent United Nations
organs, such as the Security Council, in the day-to-day administration of peace-
keeping operations: (4) the ufilisation of the Secretary-General’s good offices ;
(5) the finanecial arrangements required to maintain peacekeeping machinery :
(8) the desirability of establishing standby United Nations peacekeeping forees;
and last, but not least, (7) the development of parallel peacemaking machinery.

There are only two choices available to the States Members of the Unifed
Nations when confronting a serious crisis. One i= to seize an early opportnnity
where there is a common interest in resolving it. This kKind of opportunity is
inherent in the Middle East situation. Quite obviously, the fwo superpowers
have not shown any desire to go to war to support their respective commitments
ta the two sides. The new United Nations Emergeney Foree and its enlarged
United Nationg observer group in the Middle East can serve as a model for fu-
fure peacekeeping machinery.

The alternative is to continne the status quo with its obvious potential for
disastrous results.

T'nited Nations experience has established that more effective peacekeeping
machinery ean be created, given the support of the greaf powers, There is little
donbt that this machinery is needed to help the small and medium powers, but
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recognition of the faet that it would also benefit the big powers has been slow in
coming. The argument of these remarks, then, is that it is in the interest of all
nations to strengthen the United Nations' ability to keep the peace and re sduce
the canse of violence, Recent events in the Middle East have again demoun-
strated that there is no other alternative.

Mr. Haxrox. To each of you, we feel your comments are very
helpful and constructive to the committee.

We will begin now with questions by members of the two commit-
tees. T will ask Chairman Fraser to begin.

Excuse me. The committee will recess while the members go to vote,
and we will resume as soon as we come back.

[ Brief recess.]

Alr. Havnrox. The committee will come to order.

Chairman Fraser, you may continue.

CHINESE POLICY

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Herz. you said that China distrusts peac ekeeping in
general. Can you enlighten us any further as to the underlying con-
siderations in that attitude ?

Mr. Herz. I think one can conjecture as to their motivations. As you
know, the Chinese have looked at the joint role of the United States
and the Soviet Union in the Middle East as what they call “super-
power hegemony.” It is only the fact that the initiative for this peace-
keeping operation came from the nonalined that made them acquiesce,
They did not participate in the voting and they made certain state-
ments about this operation,

| }whv\u that it is reasonable to suppose that they will look at future
peacekeeping operations very much in the light of the desires of the
nonalined world. the countries that call themselves nonalined. This is.
as they see it. their constitueney and they would not wish to be classed
with the United States and the Soviet Union in terms of the kind of

negotiations that preceded the cease-fire in the Middle East. and prob-
ably in future sitnations thev would wish to keep their options open.

I might add, T see it as being in the American interest to facilitate
for the Chinese the keeping open of these options and not to force
them into a situation where they may have to voice larger objections.

Myr. Fraszr. One of my colleagues, on the way over to vote raised this
question : Suppose China had vetoed the Security Council resolution %

Mr. Herz. Well, it is very hard to qpecu]ate. It would have been a
blow to the cause of peace in the Middle East and it is hard to see how
this operation could have been launched with the relative effectiveness
and dispateh which attended its launching.

PEACEREEPING ROLE

Mr. Fraser. Professor Bloomfield. in your prepared statement. you
said “equally to the 1-i1mt 1s a stepped up peacekeeping capacity likely
to be misused by other states in pursuit of their racial. ethnie. or
ideological convictions rather than for the real cases of clear inter-
state agoression.”

It has not been clear to me. from what yon said, that yvou were look-
ing for a role that went beyond what has been called this mor ning
“no-fault peacekeeping.” Were you suggesting a peac ekeeping role
that would be beyond that? '
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“No-fault,” T assume, means peacekeeping in which there has been
some kind of arrangement which would permit the entry of a peace-
keeping forece. ;

Mr. Broomrrern. T myself don’t see very good prospects at this
historie stage for what I would call coercive peacekeeping, if T can
change the category. No-fault is a very good description of the way the
[T.N. has approached acts of aggression over a 20-year period. You
don’t single out the aggressor, or it is very hard to. But it seems to
me the other issue is whether the international machinery falls
into the category of police powers, as we understand them in a con-
stitutional sense, or whether it is something else. T think there is a
major threshold we have not crossed. and T am not sure we should or
when we should, which goes under the name of collective security,
repelling aggression with “article 43” military forces. We have had
trouble even getting a couple of observers into a troubled area before
war breaks out.

I see this whole process as involving three levels, We have not been
good lately at this relatively easy level of simple observation; in fact
it has gotten worse.

The second level is noncoercive. no-fault peacekeeping. This is
where we are. and what we are talkine abont today.

The third level would he true collective seeurity. or coercive peace-
keeping. Except for the Korean action of 1950 and the tail end of the
Congo operation. there is neither the disposition to do this nor ap-
propriate machinery in existence, T think it is much too early to cross
that bridge until we can do a better joh with the other two lower
levels, That is my view.

Mr. Fraser. So that the problem of misnse at that level would
not

Mr. Brooyrrern. Well. the problem of misuse could well arige. A fter
all. if vou think back to the Coneo operation. in which General Rikhve
was intimately involved—T visited that operation and tried to study
it at the time—there were some contributing countries who T thought
were about to misuse it. These contributors were playving their own
games in the area to support one or another faction. This is one form of
misuse. Fortunately, that was overcome by a very strong. even-handed
exercise of authority by the Secretary General. his military adviser,
and his revresentative in the area.

I could conceive of a majority in the General Assembly at some
point deciding that a peacckeeping force should ¢o into” Rhodesia
and peacekeep. But to that majority peacekeeping might well mean
politically empowering the black majority. and coercing the white
minority which illegally took power. But that wonld be smuggling
m a punitive operation under the guise of noncoercive peacekeeping.

I think that would kill whatever chances there are for 1.8, support
of the organization, and micght also endanger peace in the world
by opening the door to foreing any political change a majority mieht
want. T think that danger can be avoided by adopting the position
the TTnited States has areued against in princinle for several vears,
that is, tha Seeurity Couneil being the only realistic ageney that can
launch these operations. i
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GENERAL RIEHYE'S PEACEKEEPING ROLES

Mr. Fraser. General Rikhye, you were the military adviser to the
Secretary General. Was that your prineipal involvement in peace-
keeping ! That is, you were not in charge of peacekeeping forces in
the field?

General Rrxuye. 1 was on several occasions given specific assign-
ments where I had direct responsibility for the pva(-vl\e-o}umr opera-
tion or peacekeeping missions as well. While I was military adviser,
I went out and carried out several individual and collective missions
for the Secretary General.

Mr. Fraser. In point of view of being in New York as military
adviser with a peacekeeping operation underway, what kind of ploh-
lems do you see that are most acute from the point of view of a com-
mander in control: logistically, what kind of impression do you get
running the operation from New York?

General Rignye. The ereatest difficulty we have :111["1{1\‘ overcome;
that is, there is a good deal of expertise within the Secretariat now,
which was not the case when I first joined the Secretariat. Since then
we have had considerable experience and I think we see this presently
manifested in the present setting up of the U.N. force. There is,
however, a lack of adequate support i the matter of logistics.

The Secretariat has considerable experience but does not have the
means to handle logistics. For instance, in this case the United
Nations force has already been in the field for quite some time and
they have no logistics support at all. The troops had to bring every-
thing with them from Cyprus or from their country of ori gin, .m:l
it was only a week ago, or less than that, that an agreement in prin-
ciple was arrived at between Canada and Poland as to the distribution
of logistics responsibilities but the logistics yet have to be introduced.
This is the kind of capability which T think the United Nations can
build and should have access to so that it can support the troop efforts.

LOGISTICS PROBLEMS

Mr. Fraser. By logistics vou are not only including military support
but such things as food, also?

General Rixaye. Everything. The United Nations has no bases
of its ) other than to use bases that exist, as in this case, it was
Cyprus. So the first troops sent out from Cyprus were required to
take with them sufficient amounts of food. It is not possible to keep
a sustained operation by requiring infantry units or companies to
take their food for even 1 month. They don’t have the personnel to
store it. or account for it. or lift it. That is the kind of difficulty the
[United Nations continues to face.

MILITARY CAPABILITY IN SECRETARIAT

The second area which is missing is the military advice m]ﬂhll]tv
in the Secretariat. There again I do wish to compliment the Secre-
tariat because there are a number of political officers who have gained
considerable political experience by dnm ting peac l'l\(‘(‘[)lll"‘ opvrlt.irms
in the past and, therefore, they have been able to take care of it and
not allow the thing to fall down. But in the absence of utilization of
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military staff, the Secretary General has no military expertise avail-
able to him at all.

There are a number of situations that have arisen in the Middle East
situation where expertise at the Secretariat level would have been very
useful.

For instance, we have seen on television here the method of deploy-
ment of troops around the tent where the meetings have been held be-
tween the Arabs and the Israeli generals, and one of the first principles
we have learned from our experience is that you must not use bayonets
on the rifles. That is a close quarter weapon and should only be nsed
when troops are used in close quarter battle. This is not a close quarter
battle at all. The only person harmed was the public relations office
of the Egyptian Government.

These are very small things but somebody should be at the Secre-
tariat who is worrying about these things and getting instructions to
the troops.

We also had fisticuffs between the Israeli and the U.N. troops. This
could be very harmful. :

So these directions, directions in detail and depth have to be worked
out at the United Nations. The Security Council issues a resolution
and then the Secretary General makes out his political directive to the
Force Commander, but somebody has to write a field directive.

Mr. Fraser. Can’t the Force Commander do that ¢

General Rrxuye. More time is spent on diplomatic matters than
military matters. This is an inherent weakness in the U.N. peacekeep-
ing situation. The solution arrived at between the United States and
the Soviet Union places the responsibility for the implementation of
the cease-fire on the Force Commander. The Force Commander is
carrying out very high level sensitive diplomatic negotiations and has
little time to direct the force. '

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Hamiuron. Mr, Buchanan.

APPRECIATION FOR TESTIMONY

Mr. Bucranan. I am wearing two hats this morning,

I would like to thank the distinguished witnesses. I don’t believe T
have any questions of them, and I don’t suppose it would be proper to
ask questions of myself.

I think each of you has made a valuable contribution. and., Gen-
eral, I think the thrust of your argument is well taken. This present
situation has pointed up the need for the peacekeeping machinery, and
I appreciate the thrust of your remarks,

I did not know whether the Department would fully pass everything
I had to say or not. We negotiate with the Department of State out
of New York the way we negotiate with foreign powers and we think
we make the foreign policy at the U.N. and they think they make the
foreign policy. T am not sure who does, but T didn’t speak officially for
the mission there or for the Department of State.

I must compliment again their work there. Mr, Herz. T mentioned
the Ambassadors and I would also like to praise others with whom I
have been working in New York such as David Stottlemeyer, Robert
Kitchen, and John Sauls. They also do a fine job for our country.

Thank you.
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My, Hamrvrox. Mr. Wilson,

Mr. Wiwsox. I have a question for Mr. Buchanan, since he can’t ask
himself a question.

I was very impressed by your deseription of the very strong initiative
taken by the nonalined countries. T would like to know, and T ask
this question, of course, because of my concern with Israel’s lack of
confidence in the United Nations, which I think is in some stages
justified and in some stages perhaps not.

But at what stage of the war did the nonalined countries begin to
take this hnun;:lm[mnwf

Mr. Bucnaxax. I think T most factually could answer that at the
time there came a confrontation of the superpowers, there came a pro-
posal from India, Indonesia, Panama, Sudan and Yugoslavia for the
formation of the emergency force. I suppose there are many ways one
can interpret the same set of facts, but there did come a proposal from
these nations at a time when there appeared to be a threatened con-
imntatmn between two superpowers.

Second, I would point up that a compromise on funding was offered
h\' Brazil and Canada and others were helpful as well. Our committee
vice chairman from Iran asserted leadershi 1ip with 77 nonalined and
their support of this compromise of the avoidance of politicizing
the issue and of any kind of bias in the result of our action. So I think
one has to come down with the proposition that whatever bias may
exist in terms of rhetoric and whatever danger there may be for the
use of the U.N. machinery for some less than impartial role, that this
simply has not been the case in this instance. The fact is that the org
nization has come down playing a key role in solving a difficult cvi:
and in setting up the mac him ry which might keep the peace and Lee [1
the momentum of peace going forward. This would be my own inter-
pretation. I understand that there might be those that would feel that
tho tide of battle had turned in Israel’s direction when all this began.

will let the gentleman speak for himself, if that is what he is
;_rvtlln;__r at.

ISRAELI VIEW OF TU.N.

Mr. Wirson. Yes, it was. I asked the same question yesterday of
Ambassador Yost and would you agree that, if Israel is to really make
the kind of concessions that ‘will be necessary for peace in the area,
that it is necessary for them to have a little confidence in the United
Nations, that the United Nations has some concern for a war in the
Middle East in times other than when Israel is winning it? That is
a very 10.1]—thm’ are accused often of paranoia in this area but it
seems to me they have rece ived some pretty emphatic justification to
this and that, in my opinion, is going to be a big problem in terms of
Israeli aceeptance of these concessions that we feel are necessar ry

I was hoping your answer would be the nonalined nations took the
initiative when the war started when the outcome was uncertain,

Mr. Bucnanan. I would say the nonalined nations have plaved a
key role from the beginning. I would not raise the charge they began
when things started going Israel’'s way. T think subsequent ac tions
have nnderlined the fact there was an honest effort to play a meaning-
ful role in a very dangerous and difficult erisis and that the nonalined
nations were involved at critical points of leadership at each step along
the way. This is my interpretation of what happened.
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I would say further I would not want to put the underline on the
bias, either, as I said, our critics say that we are biased one way and
critics of the U.N. ml“]lt well say they are biased another way.

What I meant to say, however, was something positive, notwith-
standing that such charges can and have been r aised.

The mg.mvatmn came through in this erisis well. Tsrael and Arab
countries alike could support the funding proposition, for example,
and I think the organization demonstrated it can play an impartial
peacekeeping function.

I would say further, if T may put, on my other hat as a Member of
Congress, that T think the whole world needs to understand that this
Nation firmly supports the right of Israel to exist and to exercise
the normal rights of sovereign nations and I think this Government
has demonstrated that and will do so in the future. T think the Soviets
need to understand this and all the Arab countries need to understand
this, that we simply are not going to abandon Israel’s rights and basic
interests as a nation in terms of her survival and her right to live
and the right of her people to enjoy the normal rights of a sovereign
people and nation.

Everyone in the world must understand this. This is what is perhaps
most important to Israel, that that nation knows she does have firm
support from this Nation so far as her safety and survival is concerned.
But T think at the same time we can in many ways show positive
friendship for the other people involved there bec ause that friend-
ship does exist on the part of our country and I again would like to
reiterate that whatever may be the case about other thines, there
was definitely HT‘LT(“«IIIHII‘-\]II]I shown hy Arab countries as well as by

others in this situation, including Egypt and Jordan, who were directly
involved in the conflict.

WHEN DID ARAB STATES SHOW STATESMANSHIP

Mr. \‘rll,‘l‘n\' I don’t want to belabor it and T appreciate everything
von have said, but again. did the Arab countries show any statesman-
ship before the vy started losing the war?

Mr. Bucranax. That is very difficult, I will say to the gentleman.
You get into a definition of what constitutes statesmanship. The
Egyptian Ambassador said in response to the cone ept that the Arab
nations were aggressors in this conflict that one can’t be an agoressor
if he is attempting to put his foot in his own door.

Many of us felt very strongly about the military action heginning
on a Holy Day as well as other aspects of this thing. but their point
of view was they w ere simply trying to recapture and. from their point
of view, liberate their own territory. From their point of view I don’t
know that they would consider this an act of agoression whether we
micht or not.

I would say they certainly clearly fought with courage and then,
when they had the votes in the T mtwl Nations to do whatever they
wanted to do they showed statesmanship. We need to understand this :
If the Egyptians and the other Arab nations had called upon the
people they can call upon in the T.N. and said, “Let’s brand TIsrael
as the aggressor. let’s cut ourselves out of any share of funding. let’s
really fix this thing up.” they might well have sneceeded. T think the
great weakness of the United Nations is the people who have the votes
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are not necessarily the people who have the wealth and power in the
world, and there are certain groups of nations, nonalined, which can
win any vote which they see fit to win if they want to be hardline
enough about it.

HOPE FOR THE U.N.

The great hope of the United Nations is when these nations that
have the power show the statesmanship that I believe was shown in
this situation. I believe the whole strength of the United Nations
organization depends on statesmanship shown by nonalined nations
and such nations as some of the Arab nations I have mentioned.

You know I would say this experience has demonstrated that while
they had the votes—and I am certain that is the case—that they used
their influence in a way that brought a positive result that can lead to
a new hope for peace. I find that very encouraging and very significant.

I don’t think it would be in Israel’s interest, even if it were in her
power under present circumstances. to destroy Egypt, to destroy Syria
and win a total military vietory. I don’t believe that to be in the Israeli
interest, or ours, either. Therefore, T think what we need to do is es-
tablish the peace. T think the nonalined nations, including a group of
the Arab nations and the TUnited Nations Organization itself has
played a key role in a better chance for, and more momentum toward,
the establishment of peace in the Middle East than I personally have
witnessed in many years, and I am cautiously, but thoroughly optimis-
tic, about the prospects and what has been demonstrated by the orga-
nization.

Mr. Wirsox. If it is not too time-consuming, I would like to ask if
any other witnesses would like to address that question.

PRAGMATIC VIEW OF U.N., ACTION

Mr. Herz. May I take this opportunity to say the statement Con-
oressman Buchanan made before is one I would subseribe to. T am
referring to vour leadoft statement. There is no question but that you
articulated the position not only of yourself and your delegation but
of our Government.

[ would comment on Congressman Wilson’s question in more general
terms. I think perhaps what yvou are suggeesting is that in our satis-
faction that the United Nations has been able to act constructively, we
should not he led into a state of euphoria about the possibility r)f peace-
Lt‘l'{!llllfnhi'l ations in the future. Certainly we must work to make them
I\nwihlv we must do everything pm-,rhlv In our negotiations to remove
ohstacles to peac '*l\vt'pnw‘ operations. But, when vou look at the history
of conflict in the past decade, you will find that whenever one of
the big powers finds it to its interest that a conflict continue, there
IS no pm-.h:l]t\ of involvement of the Seeurity Council. T am refer-
ring to the conflict in Vietnam in which a number of times we tried
to bring the matter before the Council and were thwarted by perma-
nent members of the Couneil.

BANGLADESH SITUATION

I am also referring to the Bangladesh situation. As yon know, we
tried to tranquilize the situation by a resolution which was vetoed by
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the Soviets. Thev tried to introduce a resolution which was vetoed by
the Peonle’s Republic of China. In the Middle Fast—perhaps I am
elaborating on what vou are saving—clearly the United Nations did
not at first eut a favorable figure. The war was going on and the
Seeurity Couneil was unable to act. Had this sitnation continued, I
think the T.N. would have gotten a very black eye. As it turned ont.
when the sitnation evolved on the ground to such an extent that it
became necessary for the United States and the Soviet T'nion to con-
sult. bilaterally and when the basis was laid for an armistice, and
when it then looked as though this situation micht come apart and
that regrettably there might have been a possibility of unilateral
intervention—at that point the nonalioned countries came forward
construetively and created the possibility for the T.N. to interpose
itself.

At that time. when the fighting had reached that particular point. it
was possible for the T.N. to act. But it was also gnite clear that stop-
ping the fichting or interposing forces at a particular point or line
where any party sees a tactical advantage, is very difficult.

To the extent you implied a certain amonnt of skepticism about the
general proposition that the T.N. will involve itself. or that the
nonaligned majority can be counted on to act construetively, to that
extent T would subseribe to that skepticism. But T do not think it
defracts from the heartening ontcome which was due to active states-
manship on the part of individual members of the United Nations,

TU.N. ONLY ONE DEVICE FOR PEACE

Mr. Brooarrrerp. I think T have a slichtly different answer than Mr.
Herz’, Congressman Wilson. In looking ahead to what would con-
stitnte a viable package toward a settlement or the beainnine of a
settlement to the 27-year-old Middle Eastern Arab-Israeli conflict,
it sceems to me to require a variety of devices.

The device we are speakine abont is TL.N. peacekeepine. But the
TI.N. is not the only source of devices that represent more than the
parties facing each other. there are, of course other devices. There
are examples since World War IT of joint patrolline hy ereat powers
in Berlin, and Vienna. Also there are examples of joint patrols of
demilitarized areas bv the parties. In fact, there might be a better
chanee of that than of purely TU.N. forces in some of the circumstances
I ean envision in a Middle East package.

There are also possibilities of remote control surveillance of borders.
or demilitarized zones. So T think we ought to loosen up our thinking
and not have a solution depend on the viability of a permanent TI.N.
peacekeening operation. since there are some other possibilities as well,

Now, Israel’s rather hostile view of the TI.N.. as T think von said.
has some good and bad reasons. T am very sympathetic to their feeling
that a majority can alwavs be mustered against Tsrael in the Securitv
Couneil: T take this as an unfortunate fact of life. On the other hand,
TIsrael has, I think, become a hit paranoid about T.N. peacekeeping on
the ground and T think that has detracted from her own interests.

SOUTH ASTA SITUATION

T would just like to add one more point. Martin Herz mentioned East
Pakistan and Bangladesh. That seems to me an example of a case
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where the d of influence only the U.S. Government could have
extended when its ally Pakistan was suppressing self-determination in
East Pakistan, might have averted a very bloody war. I think the
fact that the U.S. Government ohjected and blamed other great powers
when the fighting finally broke out in December is scandalous, oiven
the fact that only the United States had sufficient influence with the
Government of Pakistan during the 6 months that preceded it to have
perhaps avoided the ultimate tragedy.

With all respect to my friend, Mr. Herz, I think that is a very bad
example of U.S. rectitude, but an excellent example of the need for
conflict prevention. We have been talking here only about bandaids,
not surgery for drastic solutions. We have said nothing about causes.
Both the Middle Fast, where the refugee problem has festered for 27
vears, and East Pakistan where issues of self-determination and even
cenocide were essentially ignored during the prewar period, seem to
me marvelous cases in point for the vitally important tasks of con-
flict prevention. Such tasks are not all that impossible, as ample evi-
dence can demonstrate.

[ hope you hold hearings on that subject sometime, gentlemen, be-
cause it may be a most important subject in the long run.

EXPECTATIONS OF PEACEKEEPING

General Risnye. Sir, the expectations of Israel and Egypt with re-
oard to U.N. peacekeeping are identical. In the case of UNEF-I, Israel
expected that the United Nations force would be able to keep the peace
by all means available, and now Egypt has requested that a United
Nations force be introduced into the area toward the same end, that
peace would be enforced in that area.

We have seen the development of the U.N. peacekeeping force has
been in a different direction. We have seen in the case of UNEF-I par-
ticularly as far as Israel was concerned, partly stemming from certain
action on their own part, that they refused permission to the force to
be deployed on this territory. This created certain problems for the
Secretary General that once the force had been deployed only on
Egyptian territory, he could not permit contact between the force and
Israel beeause consent of Egypt was required in every instance and the
only contact ever made was through a small liaison staff in Tel Aviv.
Quite often the commander of UNEF was not allowed to go into
Israel. The Seeretary General preferred to make contacts with Israel
at New York, because of the difficulties he ran into every time he al-
lowed his commander or his chief of staif to go to Tel Aviv and see
their opposite numbers in the Israel defense headquarters

Subsequently, when the force was asked to withdraw, Secretary U
Thant again proposed to the Government of Israel that the force be
deployed on the Israeli side. This, of course, was not agreed to for the
same reasons as in the first instance and the force was withdrawn.

We have here a very clear example

ISRAELI REFUSAL IN PAST

Mr. Witsox. Would you go over that again? When the Egyptians
asked the T.N. force to withdraw in 1967, the U.N. then asked Israel
if they could perform there?
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General Rrxnys. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wirsox, That is a generally unknown fact and very important.
Israel would not let them ?

General Rixnye. They said for various reasons they could not
accept it. In 1956 they would not agree to it again.

Mr. Wirsox. What were the reasons given ?

General Rixuve, The reasons given to Secretary General Ham-
marskjold were the Israeli preventative action was bronght about by
Egyptian raids across their border and, therefore, the United Nations
function was to prevent those raids, and there was a failure to take.
preventive actions. The Arabs had kept a sustained war against Israel
and, if this could be stopped, there was no further need for them to
2o to war and they were, therefore, not prepared to have the United
Nations on their side. The responsibility was for the United Nations
to keep the Egyptians from coming into their territory.

As has been so able and aptly described by Congressman Buchanan,
I think the U.N. has played a very important role. But the analysis
of developing the whole process of this peacekeeping machinery is, I
think, interesting. I think it is beginning to typify what we can expect
from the United Nations.

We saw in the first instance that two superpowers were directly
involved in this situation because of their friendship and alliance and
support of respective governments, and when war broke out the United
Nations, whose peacekeeping capability had been frozen over the
years, felt no initiative could be taken until such time as the two creat
powers themselves wished to have some action taken. Tt is very inter-
esting to note that this only developed after Mr. Kissinger and
Chairman Brezhnev reached a certain arrangement in regard to there
being a cease-fire.

Mr. Hamrrron. If T may interrupt, T understand Professor Bloom-
field has to leave to catch an airplane. If vou do have to leave you
may do so.

Mr. Broomrrerp. Please forgive me for doing so.

Mr. Hamrrron. That is perfectly all right.

NEED CONSENT OF BIG POWERS

General Rrcaye. The point T am trying to make, Mr. Chairman.
is that the Security Council recognizes the fact and the United Nations
recognizes the fact now, certainly, that no peacekeeping action is pos-
sible until such time as there is either consent, or at least tacit consent,
of the great powers. And a new U.N. operation has only come off the
ground once the great powers agreed that they did wish to have one.

Now we have seen a very interesting eycle; during the eold war
period the thrust was that the nonalined should assume primary
responsibility for developing peacekeeping and we, fortunately, had
a Secretary General who took up the initiative and used it to the best
advantage. But once the cold war was diminishing and there was a
détente, or at least a better understanding was coming. we saw the
other side of the coin where the great powers wounld not agree to any
serious initiative by the nonalined and, therefore, there was little help
for developing any peacekeeping action.

The Middle East has this time. I think, brought us to a more prag-
matic approach, if T may put it that way, which is the recognition of
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the fact that great powers’ approval is essential and that the great
powers themselves are unable to develop peacekeeping. that they do
require the support of the nonalined and, as Congressman Bue hanan
said, certainly the nonalined in this instance, as in many instances in
the past, like the Congo, have shown great statesmanship and their
initiative needs encouragement.

POSSIBLE OPTIONS

If T may say, sir, I would also like to make some remarks following
what Professor Bloomfield said that there are other options, too, and
it 1s not necessary always to go to the United Nations. T think one
should briefly look at them. We have now had experiences of two
multinational peacekeeping operations in Indo China and they both
suffered from one very serions weakness, which is that in both in-
stances there was a great absence of a higher echelon to which they
could report and obtain direction. I think both the supervisory units
have done an admirable job within this limitation but serious weak-
nesses remain.

Another interesting development in the past few years is increasing
reliance on certain organizations, the Organization of American States
and the Organization of African Unity. In both instances we have
seen that the peacekeeping and peacemaking efforts which they have
developed have identical weaknesses to that of the United Nations,
and more. than what the United Nations capability has been.

So I believe that when a sitnation develops like the one that we
had in the Middle East. the best answer was the way it was finally
resolved, and T also have much hope that we would continue to de-
velop the T.N. system that not only keeps the lid on the situation,
because we have found from our experience in the T7.N. that it is not
enough to simply peacekeep. but also it is essential to develop a peace-
making machinery at the same time.

CITIINESE VIEW

Here. if T might say T have been exploring particularly the attitude
of the Chinese, about which certain remarks were made here by Mr.
Herz. My own personal observations are that they—the Chinese—are
primarily taking the v iew of many of the non: alined nations, the third
world nations. which is that they do not want the U.N. machinery
to be used to simply to put a lid on a situation. They feel that when
peacekeeping operations are employed, it must immediately develop a
peacemaking machinery with it and if, for unavoidable reasons the
peacemaking machinery does not get off the ground. then in their view
the United Nations peacekeeping operation should cease to exist be-
cause they believe in a period of revolution and a change.

We have also seen the voting pattern in which they have iner easing-
ly provided support for liberation movements and so on. So, in other
words. to them the use of violence in bringing about a change is an
acceptable method and, therefore, the use of poacol\eepm" machmcly
is only temporary so that it is possible to make the peace.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Hamruron. Mr. Gilman.
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CONTROL PROBLEMS

My, Girarax, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Geeneral, with regard to the controls you talked about in your state-
ment, most of those controls appeared to be administrative matters, is
that not so? Are they due to lack of financing or internal administra-
tive structure

General Rignye. The primary weakness which exists is that a peace-
keeping operation only is born from the time the approval is given or
an authorization is given to it by the Security Council. Until that time
even though the Secretary General and the Secretariat may anticipate
that a peacekeeping operation is about to take place, they have no
authorization to carry out any preparation. This 1s an inherent weak-
ness. Where this has been somewhat offset has been the fact that since
establishing the first T.N. Emergency Force, the Secretary General
has been able to take advantage of that operation to support the next
one. so the Congo was supported primarily by UNEF-I—the first
eroup of staff officers and the Swedish eroups were flown out of
UNEF-I. They were available and taken from there. The same in the
case of Cyprus; we largely used UNEF-I to establish the Cyprus
operation. Of course the British troops were there already. And now
in the Middle East the second UNEF; the first troops were taken out
of Cyprus and the Tnited Nations was also able to transfer its experi-
enced chief of staff of UNTSO to be the commander of this force.

But these are all bandaid arrangements., and one of the very serious
drawhacks is the fact that the officers and men who have served the
T7.N. flag in very large numbers leave the United Nations with a slight
disillusion, and it is primarily because the management part—which
includes command and eontrol, communications, logistics—has been
lacking. Certainly these peacekeeping forces have served a political
purpose and T think everybody who has served in the United Nations
realizes this, that they are there primarily to serve a diplomatic pur-
pose and if thev have achieved their objectives they have served well.

But. at the same time, T think something like 200.000 officers and men
who have served under various T.N. flags. coming from different coun-
tries, something like at least 50 nations, have gone back not with the
confidence in the organization which they should have.

UNEP-I

Mr. Grarax. What was the life of UNEF-1? When did it come into
existence and how long was it in existence ?

(General Rixuye. It came into existence toward the end of 1956. soon
after the arrangements were made for the cessation of hostilities in the
Snez war. As vou recall, the British and French had landed in the
Suez Canal and Tsraeli forces ecame down from Sinai. Soon after that
the TTNEF-T was established. It was our first experience of military
personnel in a peacefnl role. )

My, Grrarax. Did TNEF-T still exist until the time of ecreation of
UNEF-TI?

General Rigmye. No. it was withdrawn May 1R, 1967, when Presi-
dent Nasser requested that the United Nations Emergency Force be
withdrawn in view of the dangerous situation that existed at that
time between Tsrael and Egypt.
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Mr. Grearaxn. The Congo expedition and the Cyprus policing were
subsequent to that ?

General Rixnye. Yes; they were subsequent to that. The Congo op-
eration started in July 1960 by Security Council resolution and at its
peak had over 20,000 officers and men and it was finally withdrawn in
1964 when the situation had sufficiently stabilized for a central govern-
ment in the Congo to look after its own affairs, and the Congolese Gov-
ernment had made bilateral arrangements to take care of the law and
order situation from that time on.

The Cyprus force was established in 1963 soon after the British
troops were first called to assist in maintenance of law and order.
Although there was a four-party agreement, the Turkish and Greek
forces agreed mutually that, because of the fighting between their re-
spective communities, they should not participate, and the fourth
element was a military force of Cyprus which never came into exist-
ence because of the disagreement between the two communities. So
the burden fell on the troops from Britain and it was the British who
brought the matter to the U.N.

Mr. Greaas. From 1967 to the creation of UNEF-II was there any
administrative capability for a U.N. peacekeeping force ?

U.N. ORGANIZATIONAL SETUP

General Rixuaye. There was none. The United Nations Secretariat
s organized so that there are two wings, a political wing and a field
service organization under General Services. Both the political as well
as the administrative wings have been doing this job for a very long
time, but their difliculties are, one, that they are short in manpower
because they have been primarily organized to take care of the routine
missions like the United Nations maintaining an observer group in
India and Pakistan, an observer group in the Middle East, and a small
force in Cyprus. Therefore, the organization is primarily geared to
look after these small missions. But every time the United Nations is
called upon to set up a new force, it requires a machinery it doesn’t
have, so the resources of the United Nations are stretched to the limit.
So though the Secretariat is highly experienced, it needs a lot of
technical people with military expertise, which is not usually available.

To give a sort of example, we had in this case, in the case of UNEF-
[T, troops coming not only from Australia, Ireland, but also Canada
and Poland. There is a diversity of equipment that these troops will
bring to the area. It means, one needs workshops geared up for repair-
g the equipment, particularly vehicles. The pipeline for spares is not
there for these troops, not there for the radios manufactured by these
different nations. This takes time. It takes a workshop capable of look-
ing after those things, and time after time the United Nations has
run into the problem of establishing these forces where within about
4 to 6 weeks the equipment begins to wear out, the radios don’t operate,
the vehicles don’t run, the food supply runs out. Again I would like
to emphasize there is no shortage of experience, and I think the
Secretary is aware of these problems, but t]lwy have not been provided
with the tools to accomplish these tasks properly.
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ISRAELI VIEW

Mr. Giraan. You mentioned that Israel became disillusioned with
the peacekeeping force because of the continuing raids of the terrorist
troops across the border. I believe you were commander in the area for
a while. Can you tell us why the U.N. force was not able to prevent
those raids?

General Riknye. I think what 1 said was that the Israeli were
disillusioned because they expected that the United Nations force
would keep the peace. The United Nations Emergency Force was only
introduced after the Suez war and it has a very good record, not
because T commanded it toward the end, but T think over the 1014
years it was there and had several commanders from different coun-
tries it was able to keep the peace in the Gaza Strip area as well as
Sinai and was able to assure free passage for shipping through the
Strait of Tiran.

But the expectation was that the presence of the U.N, as a whole,
not only the U.N. Emergency Force, but the U.N. observer groups em-
ployed on the Jordan frontier or the Syrian frontier or Lebanese
frontier would be able to keep the peace.

While UNEF was completely successful during the 1014 years to
keep the peace in the Gaza and southern sector, there was little peace in
the other areas, although the United Nations presence was there.
The only reason why there was little peace in those areas is because
there were only observers there and their task was simply to observe
and report. They had no authority to police the lines as the United
Nations Emergency Force had. The Israeli thinking, however, is that
the U.N. as a whole has failed to keep the peace. That is understand-
able from their point of view.

Mr. Gruaran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Haxrvuron. Any further questions ?

I there are no objections we will place in the record of the hearing
a recent article by General Rikhye that appeared in the New York
Times. [See appendix, p. 102.]

Mr. Haymuron. Gentlemen, we appreciate your appearance this
morning. You have been very helpful.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.

| Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]




APPENDIX 1
LixcorLN PALMER BLOOMFIELD

Lincoln P. Bloomfield, professor of political science at the Massachusetts Ine
stitute of Technology, has special interests in U.S. foreign policy, international
relations, strategy and arms control, the United Nations, and problems of inter-
dependence. He initiated M.IT.'s teaching and research in political aspects of
outer space and developed at M.LT. the technique of political gaming known as
the RAND/M.LT. Game.

Born July 7, 1920 in Boston, Dr. Bloomfield received his S.B. degree from
Harvard University in 1941. From 1942 to 1946 he was a lieutenant in the T.8.
Navy. From 1946 to 1957 he served in various capacities in the U.8. Department
of State; from 1952 to 1957 he was a special assistant to the Assistant Secre-
tary of State. On leaves of absence from the government, Dr. Bloomfield received
from Harvard his M.P.A. degree in 1952 and his Ph. D. in 1956,

Dr. Bloomfield joined the M.I.T. Center for International Studies in 1957. He
was director of the United Nations Project from 1957 to 1969, and subsequently
became director of the Arms Control Projeet, in which studies of issues of arms
control, strategy, and foreign policy have been conducted. His most recent re-
search centered on the control of local conflict, including development of the
CASCON conflict-data computer system being used experimentally by the U.S.
Government and the United Nations. In recent years he has organized political
names for M.LT., the U.8, and other governments, and the Infernational Peace
Academy (Vienna). He now directs a State Department-sponsored study of tech-
nigues for the analysis of global interdependence.

He is the author of Evolution or Revolution? The U.N. and the Problem of
Peaceful Territorial Change (Harvard University Press, 1957), and The United
Nations and U.8. Foreign Poliey: A New Look at the National Interest (Little,
Brown : Boston, revised edition, 1967), and the forthcoming In Search of Amer-
ican Foreign Policy: The Humane Use of Power (Oxford University Press, 1974),
as well as co-author and editor of International Military Forees (Little, Brown,
1964), revised as The Power To Keep Peace—Today and in a World Without
War (World Without War Couneil, 1971) : Khrusheher and the Arms Race
(M.IT, Press, Cambridge, 1966), Outer Space: Prospects for Man and Society
(Praeger, New York, revised ed., 1968), and Controlling Small Wars: A Strategy
for the 1970's (Knopf, New York, 1969). Dr, Bloomfield ig also the author of
numerous articles which have appeared in such publications as the New York
Times, Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, World Politics. Foreign Policy and The
American Political Science Review., His monographs and other writings have
heen published by the Foreign Poliey Association, Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, and various newspapers, He is a foreign policy commentator on
WGEH-TV and an oceasional columnist for newspapers and magazines.

In July, 1970 President Nixon appointed Professor Bloomfield to the Presiden-
tial Commission on the 25th Anniversary of the United Nations, which presented
its report to Mr. Nixon in April, 1971. He is a member of the Poliey Studies Com-
mittee of the U.N. Association of the U.8.A.. and served on several national
policy panels as well as the U.S.-Soviet Parallel panels on nuclear proliferation
and collective security.

Dr. Bloomfield was awarded two graduate fellowships at Harvard, a Littauer
Fellowship in 1952 and a Rockefeller Fellowship in 1954-55, both on leaves of
absence from the U.S. Department of State, In 1956 he was awarded the Chase
Prize by Harvard University, given for the best dissertation on a subjeet tending
to promote world peace.

In recent years he has lectured on foreign affairs and related topics in London,
Moscow, Geneva, Bucharest, Vienna, Belgrade, Bonn, Ankara, Istanbul, Nicosia,
Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, Sydney, Canberra, Melbourne, Wellington, and Auckland,
and has been Visiting Professor twice at the Institute for Graduate International
Studies in Geneva. 1n 1969 he served as a consultant to Under Secretary of State
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Richardson, and in 1972 was named to 4 two-year term on the State Department
Advisory Committee on International Organization Affairs. He was appointed in
1971 to a three-year term on the Social Science Advisory Board of the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency. He also currently serves as a member of the
Inter-University Consortium for World Order Studies and of the Council on
Foreign Relations Working Group on International Order,

Dr. Bloomfield is a member of the American Political Science Association, the
Council on Foreign Relations (New York), the Hudson Institute, and the Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Studies (London). He is a member of the Board
of Editors of Imternational Organization. He has been lecturer at the National
War College (where he is also member of the Civilian Faculty Advisory Com-
mittee), Foreign Service Institute, International Institute for Strategic Studies,
and Canadian Defense College ; also he serves as consultant to the U.S. Depart-
ment of State, the U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, to foreign
governments, and to the Under Secretary General of the United Nations. He is
a4 member of the Board of Directors of the United Nations Association of the
U.S.A, and Former Director of the World Affairs Council of Boston, the Inter-
national Student Association of Greater Boston and the Unitarian-Universalist
Association,

In 1948 he married Irirangi Pamela Coates of New Zealand. They have three
children and live in Cohasset, Massachusetts,

JoHN HaLn BUCHANAN, Jr.
Republican, of Birmingham, Ala.; born in Pa ris, Tenn., March 19, 1928 : served
in the U.S. Navy during World War IT; graduated from Samford University in
1949 with majors in economies and history and did graduate work in economics
at the University of Virginia : also graduated from Southern Theological Semi-
nary in Louisville ; awarded LI.D. degree by Samford University in 1967 ;: served
as pastor of churches in Tennessee, Virginia, and Alabama 1952-62 ; resigned his
church in 1962 to be a Republican candidate for Congress; 1962-64, served as
supply pastor in the Birmingham area: director of finance for the Alabama

Republican Party and chairman of the Jefferson County Republiean Committee ;

married the former Elizabeth Moore of Birmingham, Ala.: two children, Hliza-
beth and Lynn; member of the Republican Congressional Committee ; member
of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and House Committee on Govern-
ment Operations; elected to the R9th Congress, November 3, 1964 ; reelected to
the 90th, 91st, 924, and 93d Congresses.

MarTIN F. Herz

Born New York July 9, 1917, educated in Vienna, Austria; Oxford, England ;
New York, N.Y. (Columbia U, B.S. 1937.) U.S. Army 1941 to 1946, private to
major, decorated Bronze Star and Purple Heart. Entered Foreign Service 1946,
third secretary Vienna, Austria 1946/48 ; second s cretary Paris 1950/54, second,
then first secretary, Phnom Penh, Cambodia 1955/57 ; first secretary, Tokyo 1957/
59 adviser and special assistant, Dept. of State, Burean of African Affairs, 1960-
1963. Counselor for political affairs, Tehran, Iran 1963/7: Dept. of State, country
director for Laos/Cambodia 1967/68: minister-counselor, Saigon, 1968/1970 ;
deputy assistant secretary for internatl. organization affairs, Dept. of State,
1970-,

Received State Department commendable service aw
award 1970. Author of “Short History of Cambodia®
War"” and of numerous articles.

ard 1960 ; superior honor
. “Beginnings of the Cold

JoHEN MARSHALL LEE
(Vice Admiral, ret. Apr. 1973)

Eduecation : U.8. Naval Academy, 1935 ; National War College 1957 ; and
1931-73, line duties.
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Pertinent assignments: Military Adviser to U.8. Delegation, United Nations
(Charles Yost), 1969-70; and Assistant Director,. U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency (1970-73).

Mas. GeEN. INDAR JiT RIKHYE

Born in Lahore on July 30, 1920, He was educated at the Central Model School
and Government College Lahore and at the Indian Military Academy, Dehra
Dun. He saw active service during World War II in the Middle East and Italy.
Following India’s independence, he participated in the Kashmir operations.

In October, 1957, be was appointed Commander of the Indian Contingent with
the United Nations Emergency Force in Gaza and subsequently Chief of Staff of
the Force. On return to India in February, 1960, he commanded the infantry
brigade at Ladakh.

In July, 1960, he was appointed Military Adviser to the Secretary General of
the United Nations, and was responsible for the Congo, Ruanda Urundi, West
Iran, Yemen and Oyprus operations. He also carried out several special missions
for the Secretary General,

During the Cuban crisis he was Special Adviser to the Secretary General and
accompanied him to Havana. He later went on an independent mission for the
recovery of the remains of the U2 pilot shot down over Cuba.

After participating in the Spinelli-Rikhye Mission early in 1965 to Jordan and
Israel he was dispatehed to establish the United Nations Observer Mission in the
Dominican Republic where he remained until the end of the year. He was ap-
pointed Commander of the United Nations Emergency Foree in the Gaza Strip
in January, 1966, which was withdrawn towards the end of May, 1967. On his
return to New York, he was Special Adviser to the Seeretary on Middle East
Affairs and returned to his responsibilities as Military Adviser for 1965,

The United Nations experience had convinced him of the compelling need for
practical transnational training in violence control and mediation. He found that
many others in both official and private life had reached the same conelusion.
In 1967 some of these concerned individuals joined an exploratory group which
became the International Peace Academy Committee,

Shortly before leaving the United Nations in January, 1969, he reviewed the
Committee’s objectives and was encouraged to take on the assignment as its first
Chairman. Since then, the Committee’s efforts succeeded in establishing a singular
international educational institution which has attracted supporters throughout
the world. He was appointed President of the International Peace Academy in
1971.

WitLiaM E, SCHAUFELE

Ambassador George Bush at the T.8. Mission to the U.N. today announced
the appointment of Ambassador William 1. Schaufele, Jr., as Senior Advisor to
the U.S. Representative to the United Nations. He will succeed Ambassador Sey-
mour Maxwell Finger who retires on September 1.

Mr. Schaufele, a Career Foreign Service Officer of class 1, has been the Amer-
ican Ambassador to the Republic of Upper Volta since Angust 1969, The Presi-
dent on July 21 accepted Mr. Schaufele’s resignation as 1.8, Representative in
Ouagadougon in order to return to the U.S. Mission to the United Nations.

Mr, Schaufele entered the Foreign Service in 1950. He served as a Resident
Officer in Bavaria, Germany: and in labor, consular and economic affairs in
Dusseldorf and Munich, From 1959 to 1963 he was Political and Labor Officer at
Casablanca, Morocco. In 1963 he was Principal Officer at the Consnlate in Bukavu
in the Congo (Kinshasha) Republie. In Washington assignments he served as a
Professor at the Foreign Service Institute, as Officer in Charge of Congo Affairs,
Deputy Director of the Office of Central African Affairs, and Alternate Country
Director for Central Africa, Malagasy Republic and Mauritius. Prior to his de-
parture to Upper Volta, he was Director for West Central African Affairs.

Mr. Schaufele was born at Lakewood, Ohio, December 7, 1923. Cradunated
from Lakewood High School, he attended Yale University where he received a
B.A,, Class of 1945W. He earned a Master's Degree in International Affairs from
Columbia University in 1950, From 1942 to 1946 he served overseas with the
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U.S. Army. He is married to the former Heather Moon of Bakersfield, California ;
they have two sons, Steven and Peter.

Hox, CHARLES W. YosT

Charles W. Yost is a lecturer in foreign policy at the Columbia University
School of International Affairs and Counselor to the United Nations Association.
He was appointed to both positions in March, 1971,

Mr. Yost joined the U.8. Foreign Service in 1930 and was with it for more than
35 years, In addition to serving in a number of overseas posts in his early career,
he has been Secretary of the State Department’s Policy Committee, Assistant to
the Chairman of the Dumbarton Oaks Conference and of the San Francisco
Conference which founded the United Nations, and was Secretary General of the
U.8. Delegation to the Potsdam Conference in 1945,

Following World War II he was charge d’affairés in Bangkok, Minister in
Athens and Deputy High Commissioner in Vienna. He served as Ambassador to
Laos 1954-56 and subsequently as Minister in Paris, Ambassador to Syria and
Ambassador to Moroeco.

He was Deputy Representative to the United Nations from 1961 to 1966
and attained the permanent rank of Career Ambassador in 1964. He retired from
the Foreign Service in June 1966, to join the Council on Foreign Relations,

In January, 1969 President Nixon recalled him to service and appointed him
Permanent Representative of the United States to the United Nations, He held
this post until his retirement in February, 1971.

In 1954, Mr. Yost received a Rockefeller Public Serviee Award in recognization
of his “sustained distinguished service to the United States in the field of Foreign
Affairs.” He holds honorary degrees from Princeton University, Hamilton Col-
lege, St. Lawrence University and the University of Louisville,

Mr. Yost is the author of “The Age of Triumph and FProstration:; Modern-
Dialogues,” and “The Insecurity of Nations”,

Born November 6, 1907, Mr. Yost is a native of Watertown, New York, He
went to school at Hotchkiss and graduated from Princeton University in 1928,
Mr. Yost married Irena Oldakowska in 1934, They have two sons and a daughter.
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Afghanistan
Algeria

Argentina
Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Bahrain

larbados

jelgium

Bhutan

Brazil

Bulgaria
Burma

Burundi
Byelorussian Soviet So-
cialist Republic

Cameroon

Canada

Central African Republie
Chad

Chile

Colombia

Congo

Costa Rica

Cuba

Cyprus
Czechoslovakia
Dahomey
Denmark

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia

Federal Republic of Ger-

JII.'lll‘\'
Finland

Albania

Yeas—108
France
German

publie
Greece
Guatemala
Guinea
Guyana
Haiti
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Ivory Coast
Japan
Jordan
Kenya
Khmer Republie
Kuwait

Laos

Democratic Re-

Lebanon
Liberia
Luxembourg
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Mali
Mauritania
Mexico
Mongolia
Moroceo
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand

Nayse—3
Libya

ABSTENTIONS—1
Portugal

(77)

Niearagua
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
*anama
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Qatar
Romania
twanda
Senegal
Singapore
Somualia
South Afriea
Spain
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Swaziland
Sweden
Thailand
Togo
Tunisia
Turkey
Uganda
Ukranian S.8.R.
U.8.8.R.

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom
U.S.A,

Tanzania
Upper Volta
Uruguay
Venezuela
Yemen
Yuzoslavia

Zaire

Syria




APPENDIX III

Uxtrep Nations PracekeeriNng Forces: Basic INFORMATION ON
UNEF, ONUC, axp UNFICYP !

Uxitep NATions EMeErGENcY ForcE 1x THE Mmbre East (UNEF),
NoveMBER 15, 1956-May 19, 1967

Created by the U.N. General Assembly, at its First Emergency Special Session
(ealled by the Seeurity Council under the Uniting for Peace resolution) : A/RES/
998 (ES=I), 4 November 1956: A/RES/999 (ES-1), 4 November 1956; A/RES/
1000 (ES-I), 5 November 1956; and A/RES/1001 (ES-I), T November 1956,

Purpose.—To secure and supervise the cessation of hostilities, ineluding halting
the movement of military forces and arms, withdrawal of all forces behind the
armistice lines, and observance of the provisions of the armistice agreements

Executed by a U.N. Command and Chief of the Command—both established by
the General Assembly and operating under the U.N. Secretary-General who, with
the eonsultation of an Advisory Committee of representatives from seven coun-
tries designated by the General Assembly (Brazil, Canada, Ceylon, Colombia,
India, Norway, and Pakistan), had primary authority for the effective function-
ing of the Force.

Financing.—A/RES/1080 (XI), 21 December 1956, provided that expenses
were to be borne by the United Nations and apportioned among members in
accordance with the seale of assessments adopted for the regular budget;
expenses in excess of those appropriated for were fo be met by voluntary contri-
butions. All contributions were paid into a special account. Expenses for the
period July 1, 1962 through June 30, 1963 were financed from the U.N. Bond issne
approved by the Assembly in 1961. Certain expenses of nations furnishing eon-
tingents to the Force were reimbursed by the United Nations while others were
absorbed by the country. This practice varied over the ten and one-half year
existence of the Foree and varied from country to country. In general, costs
which normally existed for the operation of the military unit regardless of its
role were borne by the country while the United Nations reimbursed the country
for extraordinary expenses such as rotation costs and for salaries of personnel
who normally would not be required by the country.

Withdrawal—UNEF was placed on Egyptian soil “with the consent of the
nations concerned,” as provided for in A/RES/998 (ES-I). When on May 18,
1967, Beypt requested that the Force be withdrawn, the Secretary-General met
with the Advisory Committee and with representatives of three additional coun-
tries having contingents in the Force. The Advisory Committee had the authority,
under A/RES/1001 (BES-I) to request convening the General Assembly in a
matter of urgency and importance, The Advigory Committee chose not fo call
the Assembly. UNEF ceased to be operational on May 19, 1967, and withdrawal
was complete hy June 17, 1967.

Participation: Contribution of troops—A total of ten countries contributed
contingents to UNEF which in March 1957 had a peak strength of 6,073. Con-
tingents from Finland and Indonesia withdrew on December 5 and September 12,
1957, respectively. The contingent from Colombia withdrew on October 28, 1958,
The seven countries having contingents in UNEF for the major part of the dec-
ade and at the time of withdrawal, in an approximate ranking of the size of its
contingent, were India, Canada, Yugoslavia, Brazil, Denmark, Norway, and
Sweden, (Tndia usually had the largest contingent). The size of UNEF on
May 15, 1967, was its lowest: 3,378. During its existence UNEF suffered 59
fatalities.

1 Prepared at the request of the Suhcommiftee on International Organizations and
Movements and the Near Fast and South Asia Subcommittee of the Hounse Committee on

Foreign Affairs hy Marjorie Ann Browne, Analyst in International Organizations Forelgn
Affairs Division, Nov. 30, 1973,
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Participation: Financial contribution.—Total U.N. expenditures November
1956-December 1957 : $216,400,000. As of December 31, 1972, a total of $49,516,-
700 in assessed contributions was unpaid; $5.2 million of this amount was in a
special account for those arrearages left by the Republic of China on Oectober 25,
1971. Of the 62 countries still left in arrears, 13 have indicated they will not
contribute and nine have made no payments. More than 50 countries have paid
their asessed contributions and are not in arrears, Total U.S. contributions—
both assessed and voluntary—to UNEF, November 1956-December 1967, were
$86,452,000; this included $1,191,581 for the cost of the initial airlift provided
by the United States, for which the U.S. waived reimbursement. U.S. contribu-
tions equaled approximately 40 percent of the total expenditures.

Participation: Contribution of other assistance—Italy provided the staging
area at Capodichino airport as well as extensive airlift for troop and supply
movements, It continned to provide facilities at minimum or no cost to UNEFR
throughout the existence of the Force.

UxiteEp NATIONS OPERATION 1IN THE CoNco (ONUS) [OPERATION DES NATIONS
Uxies Av Coxgo], Jury 14, 1960-Juxe 30, 1964

Created by the U.N. Secretary-General on the anthority of the Security Coun-
cil: S/RES/143 (1960), 14 July 1960 (S/4387) ; 8/RES/145 (1960), 22 July 1960
(8/4405) : S/RES/146 (1960), 9 August 1960 (8/4426), The fourth emergency
session of the General Assembly, convened under the United for Peace Resolu-
tion, passed A/RES/1474/Rev, 1, (ES-IV), 20 September 1960.

Purpose—To restore and maintain law and order and to assist the Central
Jovernment in maintaining the territorial integrity and political independence
of the country.

Executed by the Secretary-General who appointed the Commander of the Foree
and who ereated a small gronp—the Congo Club—to operate the Force and keep
him informed, as well as a Congo Advisory Committee which included the perma-
nent representiative of each of the states providing contingents (see below ).

Financing.—A/RES/1583 (XV), 20 December 1960 recognized that the ex-
penses were to be borne by the organization through assessed contributions. A
specinl account was created and members were assessed on the same basis as
for the U.N. regular budget. Voluntary contributions were also called for. From
July 1, 1962 to June 30, 1963 financing was from the TU.N. Bond issue approved
by the Assembly in 1961. Normal operating expenses for the contingents were
provided by the countries furnishing the personnel while extraordinary expenses,
including logistieal expenses and support while out of the country, were paid
for by the United Nations,

Withdrawal —The Secretary-General was to assist the Congo government un-
til its national security forces were able “to meet fully their tasks” (S/RES/143
(1960) ). When this condition was met, ONUC was withdrawn. Withdrawal was
completed on June 30, 1964,

Participation: Contribution of troops—Thirty-four states provided approxi-
mately 93,000 men for participation in ONUC during its four-year existence.
Eighty-two percent (actnally §2.4) of the manpower came from 19 Afro-Asian
states, in particular India, BEthiopia, Nigeria, Tunisia, and Ghana. Thirteen
so-called Western nations contributed men, including Canada, Ireland, Sweden,
and Norway. The Congo contributed men after Augnst 1962. ONUC reached
a peak of 19,828 men as of July 7, 1961 and a low of 3,297 on June 1, 1964,
Fatalities totalled 23 34 of natural canses, 75 by accident, and 126 in action.

Participation: Financial contributions—Total UN. expenditures, 1960-1964:
£368,200.000. The United States contributed 33.9 percent or $132,299,000; this
included $10.217.622 for airlift service provided but not charged to the United
Nations. As of December 31, 1972, a total of $52,092,029 in assessed contributions
was unpaid; $6.6 million of this amount was in a special account for those
arrearages left by the Republic of China on October 25, 1971. Of the 54 coun-
tries still in arrears, 13 have indicated they will not contribute and 19 have
made no payments. More than 55 countries have paid their assessed contribu-
tions and are not in arrears. In addition, 14 nations paid 837,753,015 in voluntary
contributions to the Congo special account. The costs of airlifts by Canada and
the United Kingdom as well as the United States are included in this category.

Participation: Contribution of other assistance—The USSR paid the cost of
airlifting Ghanaian troops, equipment, and supplies: $1.5 million. Switzerland
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provided aireraft to assist in transport of food and other supplies. Ethiopia pro-
vided Kano airport in south Nigeria as an enroute stop in the support airlifts
throughout the operation. Italy provided accommodations for the U.N. support
facility at Pisa.

UN1TED NATIONS PEACE-KEEPING FORCE IN Cyprus (UNFICYP), MArcH 27,
1964-DaTE

Created by the U.N. Security Couneil : S/RES/186(1964), 4 March 1964,

Purpose—To prevent fighting and maintain and restore law and order.

Executed by Secretary-General who appointed the commander of the Force
and created the Force in consultation with the Governments of Cyprus, Greece,
Turkey, and the United Kingdom. The Secretary-General is to report periodically
to the Security Couneil on the operation of the Force.

Financing—S/RES/186 (1964) provided that all costs would be met by the
sovernments providing the contingents and by the Government of Cyprus. The
Secretary-General would also accept voluntary contributions. The Secretary-
General set up a speeial account for the Cyprus Force. Expenses to be reim-
bursed have been worked out in agreements between the Secretary-General and
the contributing country ;: the arrangements vary in each instance,

Withdrawal —UNFICYP was created for a three-month period, with the
consent of the Government of Cyprus, to undertake interposition and law and
order functions. It has since been extended for three or six-month periods by
the Security Council. It would seem that termination would depend on the action
or inaction of the Seeurity Council, the withholding of consent by the Govern-
ment of Cyprus, or the satisfactory conclusion of its funetions. Any one or all
of these factors might bring about a withdrawal, although the first would seem
to be a necessary ingredient regardless of the latter. UNFICYP's current exten-
sion earries it through December 15, 1973.

Participation: Coniribution of Iroops.—Eight countries have provided the
major portion of contingents to UNFICYP which had a peak strength of 6,411
on June 8 1964. On November 13, 1971 the Foree had fallen to 3,119 persons.
In approximate rank of contribution, contingents are provided by the following
couniries: United Kingdom, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Ireland,
Austrin, and Australin. New Zealand provided civil police support for three
years. A substantial part of UNFICYP is composed of contingents from the
United Kingdom, one of the permanent members of the Security Couneil. Troops
from a permanent Council member were nsed in this instance because of their
proximity to the loeation (they were already stationed on Cyprus), their pre-
vious function (they had heen providing the interposition and law and order
functions), and their already exist ing bases and equipment,

Participation: Financial contributions—From March 27, 1964 through Decem-
ber 31, 1972 UNFICYP has cost a total of $152.8 million exelusive of extra costs
to governments providing contingents, which are estimated to have exceeded
$45 million through December 31, 1972. The Seeretary-General received volun-
tary contributions from 50 member states and four non-member governments
during this eight-vear period totalling $128.6 million, ineluding misecellaneous
income. The United States and the United Kingdom have heen the largest
financial contributors. The United States has contributed $62,954,000 through
the end of 1972, This includes $1.254.107 in airlift services not charged to the
United Nations.




APPENDIX IV

[From Orbis, August 1973]

Brearine THE DEApLINE oN U.N. PEACEKEEPING

(By Seymour Maxwell Finger)

The framers of the United Nations Charter worked in an atmosphere strongly
influenced by the 1930’s and World War II, particularly in writing Chapter VIL
It was natural, therefore, that the kind of action most precisely detailed in the
Charter was enforcement action as set out in Article 2 and subsequent articles
of Chapter VII. The threat then uppermost in the minds of the five major wartime
allies constituting the five permanent members of the Security Counecil—China,
France, the United Kingdom, the USSR and the Unifed States—was the resur-
genee of German or Japanese militarism. An indication of this frame of mind
can be found in the “transitional articles,” Numbers 106 and 107 of the Charter.

But the situation has changed radically sinee 1945. First of all, there was an
open split in the allied coalition, thus removing a precondition of effective co-
ercive action against outlaw nations. And the Germans and Japanese have di-
rected their great energy and competence to economic growth, rather than mili-
tarism. Second, rapid decolonialization, desirable as it has been, has resulted
in & proliferation of small new nations and has brought with it a degree of insta-
bility in what is loosely ealled the Third World. Third, both of these develop-
ments have taken place in the setting of nuclear stalemate, which has deterred
hig wars but has not prevented small wars, Thus, the threat of small wars getting
out of hand became a major concern of the international community, particularly
as represented at the United Nations.

With a few exceptions, notably Korea and Viet Nam on the one hand, and
Hungary and Czechoslovakia on the other, the kind of peace-threatening situa-
tions the world has encountered and will continue to encounter are local conflicts,
not directly involving the forces of major powers. UN peacekeeping actions in
stuch situations have been of three types: (1) In quarrels and border disputes
between small states, as in the Arab-Israeli conflict, a UN mission could super-
vise a cease-fire and serve as a buffer. (2) In situations like the Congo and
Cyprus, where internal strife threatened to draw in outsiders, the UUN has helped
to restore order and stabilize the situation. (3) In situations such as in Greece
at the end of the 1940’s and Lebanon in 1938, the UN helped to spotlight sub-
version and infiltration.

In more than a dozen such situations since World War 11, the United Nations
has helped to prevent or end fighting and maintain a truce. But except for Korea,
it has not undertaken the more ambitions task of stopping aggression or enforeing
the peace. It was nunable to take such action, for example, in Hungary, Viet Nam,
Laos or Czechoslovakia. ITn no case has it ordered any forees into coercive action
under Article 42, nor have any forces for this purpose been put at its disposal
under Article 43 agreements.

This does not imply that UN peacekeeping in disputes involving the super-
powers ig ont of the question. On the contrary, during the Cuban missile erisis of
1962 the Secretary-General was prepared, if requested by the Soviet Union and
the United States, to observe compliance with the agreement on missiles. This
was an important matter to the United States, and Khrushchev indicated a
willingness to agree. However, Cuba refused to go along, and other methods of
verification were used.

The record of these UN actions over the past two decades shows that United
Nations peacekeeping, as distinet from enforecement action, has been primarily an
auziliary to political measures—an extension of political action to contain con-
flict and set the stage for peaceful settflement. The purpose has not been to apply
military force in the classic sense of coercing the parties to submit to the UN's
will. It has rather been to install a political presence which earries out certain
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ancillary police duties. The late Adlai Stevenson put it in a nutshell in an article
for MeCall's in October 1964, entitled “No Mission But Peace; No Enemy
But War,”

The essential function of UN peacekeeping is far more political than military,
From this fact, a number of consequences follow. First, the mandate of a peace-
keeping force must be compatible with the national security interests of the coun-
tries concerned, including the troop-contributing countries, Second. the eonsent
of the host government or governments, on whose soil the force is to be stationed,
is deemed necessary for entry of the force. Third, the foree should not resort
to violence beyond what may be essential to defend itself and to carry out its
primarily political mission, Finally, all prineipal parties to the conflict must be
willing to cooperate with the force.

Peacekeeping operations cannot stop the parties from fighting if they are
absolutely determined to fight, but where there is a willingness to observe a cease-
fire, UN forces or observers can give each side reassurance that the other side
is also being observed for honest performance.

Among the major powers, the United States has been the most consistent sup-
porter of UN peacekeeping. But though U.8. support has usnally been erueial, it
is eqnally true that these operations were made possible only through the support
of middle powers that were prepared to provide personnel and financing—such
countries as Canada, Brazil, Ethiopia, India, Yugoslavia, Ireland and the Scandi-
navian states, to name a few.

For more than twenty years the Soviet Union asserfed that there was no such
thing as veluntary peacekeeping. Its expressed doctrine held that the only legiti-
mate role for UN forces under the Charter was the enforeement action governed
by Article 42 In practice, the Soviets have heen more realistic. They have sup-
ported or acquiesced in virtnally all peacekeeping operations, although they re-
fused to pay the assessments for the Congo and UNEF—thus bringing on the
Article 19 erisis of 1964-1965*—and have insisted, along with France, that the
Cyprus operation be financed by voluntary contributions.

BOVIET-U.8. NEGOTIATIONS

In recent years there have been signs that the Soviets might be prepared to
bring their position more into line with the realities of today’s world. They have
shown some willingness to negotiate gunidelines for futnre peacekeeping opera-
tions. This has been the basis of negotiations in a Working Group of eight (now
enlarged to thirteen) * af the United Nations as well as for informal discussions
between Soviet and 1.8, representatives. Since some question has been raised by
other countries concerning American disenssions with the Soviets, these should be
seen in their proper context.

Our first efforts after the Article 19 erisis in 1964 and 1965 were to work with
the smaller and medium-sized countries on hehalf of peacekeeping principles sup-
ported by a majority of UN members but strongly opposed by the Soviets: for ex-
ample, (1) that the financing of peacekeeping is a collective responsibility, with
the costs to be apportioned among the members by the General Assembly in ac-
cordance with Article 17 of the Charter: (2) that, while the Security Couneil has
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security,
the General Assembly may initiate cooperative action if the Couneil is stymied
by a veto; and (3) that, while authorization of peacekeeping operations is the
responsibility of the Security Council or the General Assembly, the Secretary-
General should—in the interest of efficiency—bhe responsible for day-to-day con-
trol of operations,

However, the smaller and medium-sized countries displayed little will to bring
the issue fo a head against the strong opposition of the Soviets., More and more
they signaled that the United States should attempt to work out some sort of
understanding with the Soviet Union, without sacrificing the principles the
majority considered essential. It was with this background and the hints of some
flexibility in the Soviet attitude that we began, early in 1970, discussions aimed
at breaking the deadlock.

1UN General Assembly, Statements by P. Morozov (USSR) to Special Committes on
Peacekeeping Operations, Mar. 6, 1968,

2 Adlai E. Stevenson, "The UN Finaneial Crisis.” Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 9,
1964, pp. 681 .

8The original elght members of the Working Group were France, the United Kingdom,
the Soviet Union, the United States, Canada. Czechoslovakla, Egypt and Mexico, In 1977
Argentina, Brazil, India, Japan, Nigeria and Pakistan were added, while Mexico withdrew,
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Both in the Committee on Peacekeeping (the Committee of 33) and in informal
discussions with the Soviets, we tried to set aside any disputes over Charter
interpretation whose solution was not essential to progress. For example, although
the United States continues to believe in the residual authority of the General
Assenibly to authorize voluntary peacekeeping operations in situations where the
Security Couneil is unable to act, the USSR still does not aceept this principle ; so
we agreed to begin discussions on guidelines for operations authorized by the
Security Council. The United States has always held to ihe Charter principle
(Article 24) that the Security Council has primary responsibility for maintain-
ing peace and security., Moreover, it is obviously a less unwieldy body than the
General Assembly of 132 members, Nevertheless, the United States would not
foreclose completely a new resort to the General Assembly—as in the Middle East
crisis in 1956—if in a dangerous situation the Security Council were again stale-
mated by a veto.

The Soviet-17.8. discussions concentrated on three essential areas:

Financing—While the observers in Kashmir and the Middle Bast are financed
on a basis of collective responsibility in the United Nations budget, the larger
operation on Oyprus depends on voluntary contributions—a system which is in-
equitable and undependable. Although fifty-two eountries, including two non-
members of the United Nations, have contributed to UNFICYP since its inception,
currently such contributions are lieing made by only nineteen countries out of a
total membership of 132. Among the larger members, the most notable omis-
siong are France and the Soviet Union. This is obviously not in accord with the
principle of collective responsibility of members. Moreover, it is hardly dignified
for the Secretary-General to have to go hat in hand to governments in order to
carry out an operation to keep the peace.

Preparation.—A second essential is to assure that personnel and facilities for
any peacekeeping force are available and ready on short notice. To this end
member countries should be encouraged to earmark in advance military personnel
and facilities for use in United Nations peacekeeping operations.

Establishment, Command and Control—Third. there must be agreement on
procedures which are both politically realistic and operationally practical for
the establishment and direction of UN operations after they are authorized.

The first two of these three main problems presented no major persistent
obstacles, On financing, the United States made it clear at the beginning of the
bilateral talks that a sine non must be a commitment that, if guidelines were
agreed, all permanent members of the Security Couneil must pay their fair share
of all future peacekeeping operations earried out in accordance with those guide-
lines. The Soviets objected to specific emphasis on the permanent members but
were willing to include a paragraph requiring all members to pay unless the
Necurity Couneil decided on some other method of finaneing., There were other
differences on the respective anthority of the Security Council and the General
Assembly in apportioning expenses, but these did not appear fo constitute a major
obstacle,

On preparations, agreement was reached on the desirability of having member
states earmark in advance military personnel and units for potential UN serv-
ice, and maintaining an up-to-date roster of available personnel and equipment.
There was some disagreement on who wonld request the information from mem-
ber states and who would maintain the roster, but these problems were largely
overcome. It was tentatively agreed that the Security Council would request the
Seceretary General to inquire of member states what personnel, supplies and
equipment they might be prepared to make available for operations authorized by
the Security Counecil, and that he would maintain the roster on behalf of the
Conneil. During meetings in 1971 1 urged that we recommend such a step in onr
report to the Twenty-sixth Session of the General Assembly, and most members
of the Working Group agreed. But the Soviets strongly opposed the idea of moving
ahead on one aspect of the gunidelines until agreement was reached on all aspects.
Since we were working by consensus, this step could not be taken.

The real stumbling block was the matter of setting guidelines on how peace-
keeping operations, once anthorized by the Security Council, would be established,
commanded and controlled. Such procedures must be both politically realistic and
operationally practical. They must take aceount of the interest of all parties
concerned, must be impartial in both intent and application. and must be cal-
culated to induce the cooperation of contending parties as well as those states on
which the operation depends for manpower and frinds.

This meant, in the U.8. view, an acceptable and workable balance of responsi-
bilities between the Security Council and the Secretary-General. The Security
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Council has ultimate authority over such operations, It should have the power
to authorize the operation, determine the key provisions of its mandate, and
exercise broad political supervision over it. The Soviets, however, have advocated
extending the authority of the Security Council to encompass operational de-
cisions—for example, regarding size and composition of the force and designation
of the commander—as well as determination of the method of financing.

The discussions have thus focused on where to draw the line of operational
responsibility so as to take account of both political and operational necessities.
As the United States sees it, the Security Council has a legitimate interest in
assuring political responsiveness, but effective management requires that the
executive authority of the Secretary-General not be impaired. The Soviets, on
the other hand, urged application of Articles 43—48 of the UN Charter, giving
command and control to the Security Council and its Military Staff Committee
or a special committee of the Council. Problems arose because the Charter pro-
visions in Articles 4348 were designed for enforcement action rather than peace-
keeping,

Despite this fundamental difference in doetrine. bilateral negotiations were
carried on intensively over many mouths, in a good working atmosphere with a
minimum of doctrinaire statements : nd no bombast. Gradually differences were
narrowed, and it began to appear that agreement might be reached on an ac-
ceptable delegation of operational responsibilities by the Security Council to a
special committee and the Secretary-General.

The high point of the negotiations came in June 1970. Ambassador Lev Men-
delevich, my Soviet counterpart, was then leaving New York for a new assign-
ment in Moscow. To sum up the results of five months of intensive discussions
the U.S. delegation drew up a Working Paper incorporating points of agreement
as well as certain suggestions for resolving remaining issues. It was not an agreed
paper; however, it represented a serious U.S. effort to meet Soviet concerns
expressed during the negotiations. Mendelevich, while clearly unable to commit
the USSR at that point, was sufficiently interested in our paper to request five
separate meetings with me for elarification during his final week in New York.

We hoped then that a Sovief response wonld be forthcoming by Angnst or
September., Unfortunately it did not come for thirteen months, too late for
progress at either the Twenty-fifth or the Twenty-sixth Session of the Gen-
eral Assembly. But the documents submitted in the spring of 1972 to the Sec-
retary-General by the USSR and the United States* show some of the progress
made during the first half of 1970. Though important and substantial differences
remain, I believe a further effort to close the gap is in order.

The Soviet document, which is a response to the U.8. Working Paper and
incorporates many parts of it, represents a step forward in the following ways:

(1) It acknowledges something the Soviets long denied, i.e., that voluntary
UN peacekeeping operations are a legitimate enterprise under the Charter and
are something quite different from the enforcement actions envisaged in Article
42 of the Charter,

(2) While urging prompt resumption of negotiations on agreements for the
provision of military contingents under Article 43 of the Charter, the Soviet
document would give signatory countries the right to decide on the oceasion
of each operation whether or not such contingents may be used, instead of being
obliged to make contingents available to the Security Council “on its eall” as
provided in Article 43. Thus the agreements would not differ in essence from
those made by the Secretary-General since 1956 ; the difference would be the par-
ticipation of the Military Staff Committee in negotiating them. In Paragraph IV
(4), the document stipulates that contingents may also come from member
states of the UN that have mot concluded Article 43 agreements.

(3) There is no rigid insistence on a “troika” composition of UN forces. In-
stead Paragraph IV (5) states,

it is necessary to make all efforts to reach an equitable balance in the
composition of the participants in the operation so that no State Member
of the United Nations is excluded from participation becaunse of its political,
social and economic system or because of its belonging to a certain geo-
graphical region. At the same time, the following considerations should he
taken into account: the necessity to receive the consent of the host-country,
the state of readiness and fitness for the conditions of the sitnation of
furnished contingents, military personnel and facilities, and the necessity
to ensure good working relations of the participating personnel with other
parties coneerned and among themselves.

¢ UNGA Documents A/8669, Mar. 30, 1972, and A/8676, Apr. 3, 1972.
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The acknowledgment that contingents and the commander must be aceceptable
to the host country—a major advance—resulted in part from the fact t.lm_t the
Special Committee has an Egyptian rapporteur who m ade this point emphatically
during Working Group discussions. ~

In connection with this third point, the agreement concluded between '}ort_h
Viet Nam and the United States in January 1973 to end the war in Viet Mm} is
relevant. To date no UN peacekeeping operations have included troops from War-
saw Pact countries. In certain cases the United States would have made strong ob-
jection. On the other hand, when a UN peace observation group was being or-
ganized to observe the mutual withdrawal of Indian and Pakistani forces after
their conflict in 1965, the Seeretary-General invited two Warsaw Pact countries
to provide military observers, but after. some hesitation they declined. The
peacekeeping operation established in Viet Nam this year, however, includes
Polish and Hungarian as well as Oanadian and Indonesian components, Of course,
it is not a UN operation (neither North nor South Viet Nam is a UN member, and
North Viet Nam has rejected UN involvement) ; it is under the International Cnn_]-
mission for Control and Supervision. Yet, if communist units are acceptable in this
peacekeeping operation there may well be others—including UN operations—
where they could be used.” This may help to facilitate Soviet-U.S. negotiations.
Algo, the end of the fighting in Viet Nam and the very fact that a significant peace-
keeping operation has been established there should serve as a stimulus foward
agreement on UN peacekeeping guidelines.

The United States, on its side, took certain steps forward to meet the Soviets:

(1) Asnoted earlier, despite its position that the General Assembly has residual
authority to recommend peacekeeping operations when the Security Council is
blocked by a veto, the United States agreed to begin the search for gnidelines by
discussing operations authorized by the Couneil.

(2) The U.8. proposal ® acknowledges the ultimate authority of the Security
Council over all aspects of a peacekeeping operation, an important point for the
Soviets. It also proposes the establishment, in accordance with Article 20 of
the Charter, of a Counecil Committee to be consulted by the Secretary-General
on important operational matters; e.g., the choice of a commander, the provision
of military observers and contingents, and the preparation of directives for the
operation, This would give member states, and notably the Soviet Union, a
significantly greater involvement in the conduct of UN operations than in the
past, and corresponds to an earlier Soviet proposal.

On many significant points the two documents are parallel; for instance,
the establishment of a Special Committee, the establishment and maintenance
of a roster of available military observers and contingents, the role of the host
country, and the nltimate authority of the Security Couneil. These parallel points
are, in substantial part, the product of the negotiations. Yet the remaining gaps
will not be easy to close,

The most serious problem is Soviet insistence that decisions in the committee
may be taken only if all permanent members of the Security Counecil agree to
them. This extends the veto, which can now be applied to the Couneil's anthori-
zation of an operation, to “all aspects” of its establishment, direction and con-
trol. Indeed, nnder Paragraph VI (3) of the Soviet document, if any member
objects to any activity by the field commander, he must suspend such activity
unless or until it is approved by the committee or by the Council—in both of
which the veto would apply. Under such conditions one would have a peace-
keeping vehicle with a weak motor, powerful brakes and many hands on the steer-
ing wheel, as in Viet Nam.

The. U.S. proposal would allow any member who disagrees with the way the
Secretary-General or the commander is carrying out an operation to raise
the matter in the committee or in the Council, The obvious difference is that.
;n;detl- the U.8. proposal, a majority would be needed to stop the action, not to sus-
ain it.

5In July 1073 Cannda withdrew its components, which will be replaced by Iranians,
An Important element in Canada'’s decision was frustration at the inability of the Viet
Nam peacekeeping foree to carry out Investigations opposed by the Poles and Hungarians,
This might give the Canadians second thoughts about that element of their proposal on
UN peacekeeping (described below) which would extend the veto to the Military Staff
Committee of the UN Security Council. The numerous violations of the cease-fire in Viet
Nam also illustrate another characteristic of peacekeeping: Le., that it will work only
s0 long and to the extent that the parties are willing to stop fighting. .

® Annex to UNGA Document A/8676, Part II, Apr. 3, 1972. Working Paper given
Concesslons oftored on & guid pra e SoILLnE oo this document plus cortan additional

» “package dea nEls, at

classified as the Soviets have not yet accepted the package, Wesking Enpes e soll
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Thus, one side fears arbitvary or unjust action by the commander or the Secre-
tary-General contrary to its interests; the other fears paralysis of an operation
after its launch. Both fears can be supported by rational argument, but that
leads nowhere. Can the differences be reconciled? Before discussing that (ques-
tion, it might be useful to examine the views of other states as expressed during
the past year,

VIEWS OF OTHER STATES

Secretary-General U Thant, in September 1971, noting the progress made and
the gaps remaining, appealed to member states to strive for “the required degree
of political accommodation.”” This sentiment was reflected in General Assembly
Resolution 2835 (XXVI) which, inter alia, “stresses the importance of achieving
agreed guidelines to enhance the effectiveness of United Nations peacekeeping
operations” and “requests Member States to make available to the Special Com-
mittee on Peace-Keeping Operations before 15 March 1972 any views or sngges-
tions which they may wish to submit to help the work of the Special Committee.”

An examination of responses by member states® reveals several points of
interest.

(1) There were relatively few replies from the conuntries of Asia. Africa and
Latin America. Outside Europe, substantive sugeestions came only from Canada,
Japan, Brazil, Upper Volta, Madagascar and the United States, This pattern of
response appears to reflect a general tendency in the last five or six vears for
most countries of Asia, Afriea and Latin America to stand aside. either in resig-
nation or in the hope that the major powers will work out some sort of agree it

(2) Most respondents echoed U Thant's eall for “the required degree of political
accommodation” and stressed the crucial importance of peacekeeping to the
suceess of the UN,

(3) Only the Warsaw Pact countries and France npheld the view that pence-
keeping operations should be earried out in conformity with Articles 4248 of
the Charter; i.e.,, that the Security Couneil should assume supervision over all
the operations it orders. The French reply, however, calls for “a rapproachement
of the various positions” and the Soviets, as I have indicated. do not appear
impervious to negotiation and aceommodation,

These general observations aside, we can examine certain individual member
replies to see whether and where they might help toward accommodation,

Yugoslavia’s reply is of interest not only because of its content but also heeanse
Yugoslavia is one of the more active leaders of the “nonaligned” and has par-
ticipated substantinlly in past peacekeeping operations, Yugoslavia affirms that
“peacekeeping operations should become an integral part of the over-all efforts
aimed at strengthening the role and efficacy of the United Nations and at realiz-
ing its primary role in the area of prevenfing the threat to peace, eliminating
actions of aggression and promoting peaceful solutions of conflicts.” It ealls
attention to the Third Conference of Nonaligned Conntries, held in Lusaka, Zam-
bia, in September 1970, which reiterated “the inferest and sapport of the non-
aligned countries for the strengthening of peacekeeping machinery, and speedy
solution of this problem.”

Yugoslavia advocates that all thirtv-three members of {he Special Committee
be enabled to contribute to the megotiations instead of leaving matters to the
Working Group. Most nonaligned countries, however, hive remained passive in
face of the deadlock. Perhaps most significant in the Yugzoslay aubmission is the
statement that the “complex issue of peacekeeping operations . . . demands that
all solutions he fully based upon the respect for the principles of the Charter and
that they serve the realization of United Nations purposes.” (Emphasis added.)
This position, which appears fo be supported by a majority of the memhers suh-
mitting replies, stresses that peacekeeping guidelines must be eonsistent with the
Charter and need not in all instances he found specif #tlly in Articles 4248, which
deal with enforcement operations (the latter a position taken by France).

The Nordie states—Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden—which have heen
outstandingly active participants in UN peacekeepine. also nrge the need for
political accommodation on guidelines consistent with the Charter. Further, they
recall that each of them maintains standby forces available for UN peacekeeping,
as sef forth in GA Documents A/AC 121 of March 29, 1968

? Introdnetion to the Annual Report of the Secretary-General, Document A/8101, Aa-
denda 1-17, September 1071,

S UNGA Document A/AC121/1.15, Apr. 17, 1972, and Addenda 1, 2 and 3 thereto.
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Only two countries make an issue of the 1930 “Uniting-for-Peace” resolution
(GA Resolution 377 (v) eof November 3, 1950), which outlines procedures for
possible General Assembly action if the Security Council fails to take action to
maintain international peace and security in a given situation. Upper Volta
favors it, and Madagasear maintains “the greatest reservations.”

Japan's reply shows an increased interest in UN peacekeeping and makes
certain interesting proposals: (1) On questions where a consensus has not
been achieved, the Committee of 33 should submit to the General Assembly “an
interim report in which the major views expressed in the course of its delib-
erations” are set forth, along with a report on those matters on which comn-
sensus has been reached, (2) Peacekeeping operations should be defined by addi-
ing a new article to the Charter. (3) The People’s Republic of Ch should be
invited to participate in the committee’s deliberations “at the earl possible
opportunity.” These sunggestions have borne little fruit, The first has not been
acted upon; the second is unlikely, in view of the difficulties of amending the
Charter ; and China has shown no inelination to participate.

Japan also emphasizes the residual anthority of the General Assembly to under-
take peacekeeping operations if the Security Council fails to act. While stat=
ing that the power of command resides in the authorizing hody—the Security
Council or the General Assembly—it suggests that “in order to take prompt ac-
tion to cope with fluid and changing situations and thus to achieve effective
results for peacekeeping operations, the Sccurity Council should delegate limited
power to the Secretary-General and/or some subsidiary organs to be appointed
by the Security Council (or the General Assembly).” (Emphasis added.)

One of the most interesting suggestions is made by the Netherlands., The
Duteh, like most members, feel that there should be a delegation of anthority
from the Security Council to a subsidiary organ or committee and to the Secre-
tary-General, Their new idea would be to delegate to the chairman of the sub-
sidiary organ some aspects of the day-to-day management of peacekeeping opera-
tions because “experience . . . has shown how important it is that advice, ap-
proval and decision should be available to the UN field commander within 24
honrs.” The Secretary-General, in the Netherlands view, should have the re-
sponsibility for administrative and logistic support and should have at his
disposal a complete and up-to-date roster of military personnel, contingents,
facilities and services which members of the United Nations are willing to
provide for peacekeeping operations authorized by the Security Council.

This proposal might be regarded as a compromise between those who, like
the Americans, consider that the Secretary-General—as an individual—ean pro-
vide faster and more efficient management than a committee, and the Soviets
and French, who want the Council or its committee to run operations. Also, it
would protect the Secretary-General from political repercussions if certain
members are dissatisfied with the management of a particular operation. The
Netherlands does not specify whether the proposed chairman would rotate
monthy, as in the ease of the Military Staff Committee, or serve for a yvear or
for the duration of the mandate of a partienlar peacekeeping operation, as is
true of most UN committees. From the standpoint of efficient operation, the
latter would clearly be preferable: however, this is a negotiable point,

Canada did not reply last spring but in October submitted a memorandum
which was obviously the product of extensive thought and labor® It has two
principal new ideas :

(1) It proposes that the Security Council “de'egate its responsibilities for
operational direction and control fo the Military Staff Committee” (MSC). This
would be a major departure from enrrent and past practice, under which the
Secretary-General has performed such functions. It should not be seen simply
as a concession to the French and Soviet view, althongh it happens to correspond
with it. Canada has consistently given generous support to UN peacekeeping,
having provided components for all major operations. Canadians I have known
have expressed annoyance that previous Secretaries-General have taken im-
portant decisions withont consulting prineipal troop contributors: the change
of the UNFICYP (Cyprus) commander in 1970 is an example, They have also
expressed concern at the lack of military expertise at UN headquarters.

(2) A Headquarters Staff, which would include “a substantial element of pro-
fessional military expertise,” wounld supply expert advice and information to
the MSC and wonld issue specific orders and instructions to the eommander of

® UNGA Document A/S PC/152, Oct. 4, 1072.
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a mission in implementation of the Security Council mandate and for the con-
duect of the operation, subject to periodic review by the committee,

The Canadian proposal would retain for the Secretary-General responsibility
to conclude, “with the authority of the Security Council,” agreements with con-
fributors for the provision of troops, equipment or services as well as Status of
Forces agreements with host countries. Also, the Secretary-General would, if
80 requested by the Security Council, compile a list of potential commanders
for United Nations peacekeeping missions and lists of types of units, equipment
and services which member states might make available for peacekeeping opera-
tions.

Thus, the Canadian proposal offers a number of ideas for bettering the prepa-
rations for peacekeeping and for delegating operational responsibility from the
Security Council to a somewhat less unwieldly body. In my view, however, it has
two serious defects.

First, the MSC, being composed of military men, may not have the political
sensitivity required for directing peacekeeping operations, These are not combat
operations, and much of the day-to-day guidance required by a field commander
involves political judgment. From that standpoint a subordinate body of the
Council established under Article 29 of the Charter—as proposed by the Soviet
Union, the Netherlands, the United States and others—would be a more appro-
priate vehicle. The MSC would still be available for advice on military matters,
as would the Headguarters Staff proposed by Canada.

Second—and more crucial—the Canadians propose that the MSC, “with mem-
bership aungmented by the addition of States contributing to the peacekeeping
force,” would proceed by majority vote, “including the concurring vote of its
permanent members.” The phrase I have emphasized would extend the veto by
any single permanent member to all operational decisions—in the same way as
the Soviet proposal. The prospects for stalemate are only too obvious.

An excellent review of the range of proposals was made by the United King-
dom representative to the Special Political Committee in his statement of Novem-
ber 24, 1972, He listed the types of decisions that must be made—anthorization,
aim, duration, strength and composition of the foree, selection of the commander,
the directives to be given him, financing, and management. He then recommended
that a large chart be drawn up showing the various suggestions on how decisions
would be made with respect to each of these questions, and that the Committee of
33 and its Working Group examine each in turn, rather than argue general
doctrine.

1t should become much easier to continue the discussion if it could only be rec-
ognized that inflexibility or cumbersome procedures are certain to hamper the
effectiveness of any operation: that a range of options exists for methods of de-
cision-taking ; and that the choice of method may vary according to the nature of
the decision to be taken—whether it concerns, for example, poliey control or day
to day management. There is clearly more than one way in which progress
can be made : but would it not help efforts to achieve what might be ealled in-
stitutional compromise if the Special Committee and its Working Group could
investigate the possibility of applying to each point in the range of questions for
decision—the upper scale of the slide-rule, so to speak—a suitable prescription
from the lower scale, the range of options?

The range of options, referred to as the “lower scale,” would include the
Security Council, the MSC, an Article 29 committee, the Secretary-General, the
commander, and various combinations thereof,

With reference to how a subordinate organ (committee) of the Council would
function, the British posed the following questions :

(1) Should the organ be:

(a) executive, that is a decision-taking body in its own right, or
(b) consultative, giving advice to the Seeretary-General, or
(¢) on some points one, on others the second ?
{2) Should actions or proposals in connection with a peacekeeping operation :
(a) be made subject to the express approval of the organ, or
(b) be only subject to disapproval, or
{¢) be a mixture of the two according to eircumstances?
(3) Should the decision or adviee of the organ be expressed :
(a) by voting of some sort or
(b) by the chairman, acting at his discretion but in its name?

W TINGA Document A/SPC/SR 844, Nov, 24, 1972,
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{4) If voting of some sort is required, should the organ operate :
(a) on a basis of unanimity, or
(b) only with the agreement or absence of objection from the 5 Permanent
Members, or
(e) by simple majority, or
(d) by majority, but with the view of the Permanent Members being given
some special consideration?
(5) If the agreement of the 5 Permanent Members is required, is it:
(a) agreement on a challenge to an act or proposal that is involved, or
(b) agreement on the act or proposal itself: in other words, should any
one Permanent Member by the mere challenging of an act, however
arbitrarily, be able to frustrate it—a sort of reverse veto?

RESUMPTION OF SOVIET-U.S. NEGOTIATION ?

These views and analyses expressed by various states during 1972 represent a
significant contribution to the understanding of the key problems. Along with
the chart to be prepared by the Secretariat, they should help the Committee of
33 and its Working Group in their 1973 deliberations. Yet I remain convinced
that a breakthrongh leading toward agreed guidelines can only be achieved
through preliminary Soviet-U.S. negotiations. If these two powers can agree,
there should be little difficulty in achieving general agreement ; if not, experience
has shown that all efforts will be stymied.

In such bilateral Soviet-17.8. negotiations, the British analysis should be most
helpful in dividing the problems into negotiable components, and the Netherlands
suggestion of delegating authority for day-to-day operations to the chairman
of a committee established under Article 20 might provide an avenue of com-
promise—given the faet that both the USSR and the United States, along with
most members, accept the concept of such a committee. Certain ideas might also
be drawn from the Canadian proposal.

The bilateral discussions should include the negotiation of a list of decisions,
distingnishing between those that would require consultation and those that
conld be left to the field commander, the Secretary-General, the chairman of the
committee, or some combination of these. Surely the Soviets, with their advanced
and complex economy, realize that day-to-day management decisions can be made
more rapidly, flexibly and efficiently by a single executive than by a committee,

Perhaps agreement would be facilitated if the aim were for a given #rial
perind—say, the present term of Secretary-General Waldheim, The Sovietz have
repeatedly expressed their great confidence in him. Could they not agree to leave
certain executive functions to him, subject to consultation with the committee
but not to veto? They could always have recourse to the Security Couneil in the
event that he unjustly ignored the strongly-expressed views of an important
permanent member—a most unlikely event in view of Waldheim’s background
and temperament and his indelible memory of the Article 19 erisis which plagues
the financial health of the UN to this day.

Among those decisions requiring consultation by the Secretary-General with
the committee might be the following : composition of the foree; choice of a com-
mander; agreements with the host country and with countries providing con-
tingents ; periodic review of the operation. Until the contingents are chosen, the
committee—like the Military Staff Committee—would consist of the five perma-
nent members of the Security Council. Then representatives of states providing
major parts of the force would be added to the committee fo fulfill its role during
the balance of the operation.

A critical problem would still be the prospect of a veto blocking necessary action
in the committee, as in the Canadian proposal. In order to avoid such a stalemate,
the gnidelines should provide for a majority vote to sustain a proposed action by
the commander or the Secretary-General, with no veto. In the absence of a favor-
able majority, the action could not go forward. (In the Council, of course, the
veto would remain, as provided in the UN Charter.) This is not to imply that
voting would be customary; on the contrary, I would expect that virtually all
questions could be resolved by the commander, the Secretary-General, or by
committee agreement rather than voting. The provision for majority watln'g
waould be there as a safety valve, to be used when urgent and necessary action
would otherwise be blocked or too long delayed. 3

There is a Soviet precedent for this distinetion between voting in the Security
Couneil and an operating body. In connection with the proposed establishment
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of an International Disarmament Organization, which would report to the
Security Council and make recommendsations for action, the Soviets accepted
the principle of majority voting in the two inspection and control commissions
of the I1DO. Speaking in the First Committee of the UN General Assembly on
December 4, 1946, Foreign Minister Molotov stated :
1t should be quite obvious that the question of the well-known principle of
unanimity operating in the Security Counecil has no relation at all to the
work of the commissions themselves. Consequently, it is entirely wrong to
consider the matter in the light' that any government possessing the “right
to veto” will be in a position te hinder the fulfillment of the control and
inspections. The control commissions are not the Security Council, and there-
fore, there are no grounds whatsoever for saying that any power making use
of the “right to veto” will be in a position to obstruct the course of control.

Unfortunately, there has been no agreement on establishing the International
Disarmament Organization. Nevertheless, Molotov's statement suggests that the
Soviet position on the veto in operating organs reporting to the Security Counecil
may not be graven in stone.™

Such majority voting involves a risk for the United States and other permanent
members as well as the Soviets. With the changing pattern of representation in
the Security Council, the United States might well find itself in a minority
on certain decisions of the committee. Indeed, on the last four votes of the Secu-
rity Council on major controversial resolutions, the United States has been in
the minority. It vetoed resolutions on the Panama Canal Zone, the Middle East
(July 1973) and Rhodesia and abstained on the resolution adopted by the Couneil
in April 1973 condemning Israeli attacks on Lebanon. But to my mind the risk
of paralysis by extension of the veto to the committee is graver than the risk that
the United States might be outvoted. Furthermore, both the Soviet Union and the
United States, as permanent members of the Security Couneil, would have a veto
over the authorization of any operation or its extension,

The United States should also reconsider its opposition to any use of the Mili-
tary Staff Committee in voluntary peacekeeping, It is true that the Charter
concept of the MSG envisaged enforcement action rather than peacekeeping,
but the Charter does not forbid such use either. For more than two decades the
MSC's work has been limited to one pro forma meeting of about five minutes every
two weeks. Yet the MSC ineludes many experienced military men whose advice
to the Security Council on military matters might occasionally be useful. As the
Soviet document now reads, it appears likely that the USSR would rely prin-
cipally on a committee set up under Article 29 to assist in the establishment and
conduet of peacekeeping, leaving relatively little for the MSC to do. Still, if ac-
ceptance of Paragraph II (2) of the Soviet document, with its reference fo
the MSC, would bring agreement, and if the Soviets wonld on their part forgo
the veto in the committee, T do not see that any harm would be done. The MSC
might turn out to be quite useful on certain military aspects of Peacekeeping ;
e.g., cooperating with the Secretarv-General on a rrangements for standby forces,
including any training that might bhe required. Many officers T have known who
served on the MSC during the last seven vears have been men of unnsual ability,

All of the foregoing steps toward reaching agreement would be conditioned
on a firm understanding that all members of the TN, and especially the prinecipal
contributors, would commit themselves to pay their fair share of future peace-
keeping operations.

There are numerous argnments made for not bothering to close the gap. In
the State Department many experienced officials have felt that the ad hoe pro-
cedures used in the past have been reasonably effective : they fear that changes
made to accommodate the Soviets are hound to impair flexibility and efliciency.
They believe that, when the need arises—perhaps in connection with an Arab-
Israeli settlement—gnidelines will be worked out. Their argument implies that
the Soviets will be less rigid in the face of an actual sifunation than in the es-
tablishment of general guidelines, They may be right, However, the guidelines
the Soviets submitted to the Big Four discnssions on the Middle East were no
more flexible than those they set forth in the UN document cited ahove,

It is also argued that the will to use UN peacekeeping is more important than
procedures, T would agree, if it is a case of either/or. T suspect, however, that
the ahsence of agreed guidelines, the erippling deficit from past operations, the
lack of any assured financing for future operations, and the absence of any sys-

1Tt should also be noted that, in Securlty Council elections for judges of the Interna-
tional Court of Justlee, there is no veto (Statute of the ICJT, Article 10).
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tematic preparation for peacekeeping have had a demoralizing effect which in it-
self affects the willingness of countries to rely on UN peacekeeping. Consequently,
1 feel that every effort should be made to restore the momentumn of negotiations
on guidelines, using the Netherlands, Canadian, Soviet and American documents
along with other proposals,

A Soviet-U.S. agreement, of course, would not guarantee acceptance by the en-
tire membership of the U.N. Aetion would then have to be taken by the Working
Group of the Committee of 33, the Committee itself, the General Assembly, and
the Security Council. As in the case of the various arms control agreements ne-
gotiated in Geneva, some modification may be brought in by other members and
accepted, But these arms control agreements have also demonstrated how prior
U.S,-Soviet accord gives tremendous impetus toward general acceptance on peace
and security issues.

Based on both formal and informal statements T heard from representatives
of many states during the years I represented the United States in the Conunit-
tee of 33 (1966-1971), I am convinced that a Soviet-U.S. agreement, if it can be
achieved, would be widely welcomed by other members and would pave the way
toward generally agreed guidelines, thus providing a firm foundation for launch-
ing and financing future UN peacekeeping operations. A review of the written
statements submitted in the spring of 1972 and the oral statements in the General
Assembly last fall, with their constant emphasis on the need for a political ac-
commodation, strengthens this convietion,

The People’s Republic of China has thus far declined to participate in the work
of the Committee of 33 and has submitted no written statement in response to
the request in General Assembly Resolution 2835 (XXVI). Its eventual position
must, therefore, be a matter for conjecture. Yet the PRC has paid its share of
the cost of the UN observer missions in Kashmir and the Middle East, both es-
tablished before it fook its seat at the UN, If, as appears likely, a Soviet-11.8.
agreement obtains general support among the nonaligned countries—perhaps
with minor modifications—there is nothing in the record of the PRC to date to in-
dicate that it could sabotage such a general acenrd,

It is, therefore, my conviction that Moscow and Washington should get serious
about peacekeeping negotiations—serious enough to challenge their own doctrines,
to involve the highest officials in both capitals, and to make a strenuous, sustained
effort to close the gap. Otherwise, an opportunity to strengthen the UN in one
of its erucially important functions may be lost.




APPENDIX V

INTERNATIONAL PEACE AcADEMY SEMINAR IT, “U.N. PEACEKEEPING,”
Remarks BY Vice Aoy, Joux M. Leg, Aprin 8, 1972

PRESENTATION AND DiscussioN OF PropreEM II: “ARTICLE 47—MILITARY STAFF
CoMMITTEE—ITS FUNCTIONS AND PROBLEMS"

Our problem in this session is to discuss the Military Staff Committee, To set
the stage, I have been asked to briefly remind you of what was the original con-
cept of the MSC and how it ran promptly into a brick wall, to summarize the
MS(C's state during the remainder of its existence up to the present, and to note
some current positions on its proper role. Finally, I will subject you to a few
entirely personal views on the MS(C's possible utility that may serve as one of
our points of departure for subsequent discussion.

Original concept.—We should keep in mind the concepts that lay behind the
charter articles referring to the MSC. Clearly it was to be an approximation of
the combined Chiefs of Staff of the Second World War. It was to be formed of
the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of the Security Council, Under
the MSC, U.N. field commanders would be like World War II theater command-
ers, on the order of General Eisenhower's Supreme Headguarters Europe. It was
with this rather grandiose concept of a great military alliance, ready to conduct
a great classic war against some new Hitler, that the military terms of the
charter were drafted, and that the initial MSC sat down to do its work.

Early history—Initially, the MSC was taken entirely seriously. Getting it
started was on the agenda of the very first meeting of the Security Council. At
the 23rd Security Council meeting, in February 1946, after considering the
MSC's report on its rules of procedure and statute, the Security Council adopted
a directive to the MSC, reading, in part, as follows :

®= & * Council * * * direct the Military Staff Committee, as its first task,
to examine from the military point of view the provisions contained in
Article 43 of the Charter * * *,

The MSC was given substantial regources for its work. From the United States,
as probably the largest example, there were three very senior officers, one each
from Army, Navy and Air Force, supported in New York by over 40 staff officers,
plus appropriate other ranks, and backed up by the Joint and Service Staffs in
the Pentagon.

This strongly staffed MSC worked on the Article 43 study a year, without agree-
ment, In February 1947, the Security Council indicated impatience, and set a
deadline of April. The MSC met that deadline by submitting an unagreed paper.
Of 41 points which they had considered, 16—and these were central issues—
showed conflicting views, in some cases, several conflicting views.

In brief, the splits showed that the Unifed States wanted very large forces of
all services ; Russia, England, France and China wanted smaller forees. All but
the Soviet Union wanted comparable, but not necessarily identical, foree eon-
tributions ; the Soviets wanted identical contributions, The Boviet Union held
that the forces must be based at home except when called up; the United States
opposed that restriction.

The motivations of the splits are fairly obvious. There was a developing mutual
distrust between East and West, a meticulous effort to insure that the other side
did not obtain a mechanism for ecreating military advantage, and a Soviet effort
to get United States forees back home.

It i eonventional to say that the MSC failed in the first great assignment, Ac-
tually, it's quite clear that the real problem was not in the nature or in the mecha-
nism of the MSC, or in the level of military or diplomatic skills there. The prob-
lem was that the grandiose collective security concept of the charter was un-
workable—certainly amidst the divergences and suspicions of the budding Cold
War.

(92}
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We might remember, in this connection, that the Security Council did no better
with the problem. It discussed the MSC report in June and July 1947, It resolved
none of the questions. Finally, the Counecil simply buried the report, and there it
remains. .

And during the ensuing 25 years, the Military Staff Committee has been resting
on its oars.

Current status.—Of course, in this generation of inactivity, the MSC’s capa-
bilities have atrophied. I mentioned the large staff resources of the MSC of
146-47—nearly 50 U.S. officers full time, plus much external help; today no
single U.8. officer spends full time, or any substantial amount of his time, on the
MSC, I am nearly certain the same is true of the other MSC members, and of the
Secretariat.,

The MSC has become a name and a set of charter provisions. It is not a fune-
tioning agency, nor could it now funetion, Of course it could be made functional—
it has its charter constitution; given staff, housing and equipment, it could go to
work.

But until that is done, the MSC exists only formally—its biweekly meetings are
brief, standardized sessions by men whose work is elsewhere.

Current views—It is interesting that within the last month, the USSR and
the United States have submitted their divergent peacekeeping views to the Sec-
retary-General. From these submissions, we can gather their positions on the
MSC,

Ambassador Bush of the United States, in his letter of March 30, aceepts the
possibility of using individual MSC delegates as experts, available for advice in
national delegations to a proposed Counecil Subcommittee, but he sees no present
role for the MSC jtself. In this, he makes a sharp distinetion between, on the one
hand, eurrent consent-type peacekeeping, and, on the other, enforcement action
under Chapter VII. Only for the latter, in some indefinite future, does the United
States letter see the MSC playing its charter role,

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, in Ambassador Malik's letter to the
Secretary-General of March 17, does envision a current place for a live MSC. The
Soviet letter, like the American, contemplates a Council Subcommittee, called a
Committee on Operations. But, in addition, althongh most of the functions seem
to go to the Committee on Operations, the MSC, and the MSC provisions of the
charter, are specifically made part of the Soviet-advocated peacekeeping
mechanism,

I am not aware of recent formal statements of position of other interested
nations on the subject of the MSC, in the Committee of 33, its Working Group, or
elsewhere. There were corridor rumors at one time of a Canadian proposal in the
matter, but to the best of my knowledge, that has not surfaced,

So the matter rests, for the time being, in the official arena.

Pergonal view.—Let me take a moment now to give you an entirely, and I must
emphasize this, entirely personal view of the proper role for the MSC. I offer it
to you as a straw man; you may wish to shoot at it in the discussion period.

My eoncept hangs from two convictions,

“The first is that the military professionalism of the UN peacekeeping business
is not good, that it could be greatly improved by a working professional organism
at U.N. headquarters, that this improvement would be well worth making regard-
less of decisions on the other disputed aspects of planning and controlling peace-
keeping, and that such enhanced professionalism would become even more impor-
tant if the U.N. gets again involved in more combatant types of consent-type
peacekeeping (4 la Congo) and a fortiori if it ever moves toward enforcement
action under Chapter VII.

My second conviction is that the MSC is the correct spot to build this improved
professionalism into the headguarters struocure, Why resurrect the MSC? Because,
A% a charter agency, it has potential status. It reports, basically, to the Security
Couneil. If persuasive to the Security Council, so that the Council adopted its
positions, those positions would become authoritative. Military advisers, or other
non-charter agency, would lack this leverage, and therefore lack effectiveness.

The professional funetions that I would propose to get out of the MSC involve
hoth planning and operations.

In the planning—or preparedness—side, there are literally hundreds and
thousands of man hours of staff work that could be done: drafting doctrines and
standards, preseribing and conducting training, inspecting, establishing logistic
and communication arrangements; all the problems of standardization, prepara-
tion and readiness.
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In the operations area, the MSC and its staff could usefully do urgent recon-
naissance in erisis, could recommend the composition and size of required foree
could provide some highly trained staff officers for the first weeks of a new forc
could advise on deployment loeations and on operational instructions to the fore
could work out logisties and communications, ete, It would be of enormous m|IA
ity in erisis to have U.N.-trained miiltary resources available at U.N, headguarters
for immediate reconnaissance, and for professional recommendations to the Sec-
retary-General on military requirements for peacekeeping forces for the specific
task in hand. Further, it would be invaluable to have similarly available a few
key staff oflicers for the field commander, fully trained up on headquarters think-
ing, and ready on hours notice to help get the commander's staff started in the
field. One of the profoundest lacks of the United Nations, in the military field,
is a eapacity for such fast, efficient, ad hoc military reconnaissance, evaluation,
force planning, operational planning, and execution—all tailored to a specific,
developing, erisis situation.

A working MSC could greatly improve performance during this eritical, initial
phase ; it could also help substantially with ready professional appreciation, ad-
viee, and action throughout the operation.

I would not conceive of the MSC as being in a chain of operational command.
Basically, it would work for and report to the Security Council. But the Conneil
could and should direct the MSC to support the Secretary-General, With such
a task ﬂwimw(l I believe the MSC could establish its acceptability and utility
in the Secretariat. Sinece its role wounld be advisory, both to Counecil and Secretary-
General, the MSC would not be immobilized by the veto; it could if necessary
submit split views.

Such MSC functions would require a relatively substantial military staff, While
it would be possible to resurrect the post-war system of having the staff work
done by national delegations, I am convineed from my own experience that much
better, and mueh more international, work eould be done if an international mili-
tary staff, composed of officers and men seconded to the MSC, not members of
delegations, did the basie staff work,

Conclusion—In conclusion, let me make a final point, The last thing T want
to do is sound as though I were proposing another panacea for all the diseases
of peacekeeping. you all know, library shelves groan under such blueprints—
gome of them sensible and some wild, Still speaking only for myself, I do not
know how to improve peacekeeping in any fundamental way without a political
consensus on the subject which can be subseribed to by the permanent Couneil
members, and by a healthy majority of all other states in the General Assembly.

Given that consensus, however, I would argue that a revived MSC, with a sound
and integrated international staff, organizationally poesitioned as preseribed in
the charter, but alse under orders from the Security Couneil to support the Secre-
tary-General in peacekeeping matters—such an MSC could make badly needed
contributions to planning and preparing for peacekeeping, and to the execution
of peacekeeping operations, at whatever level of intensity they might take place.

The MSC, in such circumstances, would raise the military professionalism of
peacekeeping operations. Let me now turn you over to General Rikhye, who in
his long and honored tnrnnr a5 an international soldier has suffered many a time
and oft from the U.N.'s lack of military professionalism.
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[From Vista, May—June 1970]

The PeriLs oF PEACEKEEPING

(By Maj. Gen. Indar Jit Rikhye®)

One of my first experiences as a UN peacekeeper was a shocker. It came dur-
ing a local erisis that flared up between UN Emergency Force troops and some
armed Arabs. As Chief of Staff, I made a strong protest to the local Kgyptian
authorities. To my utter amazement, an Egyptian official with whom I had
developed a warm friendship suddenly accused me of being ¢ Jewish stooge!
When I complained to Brig.-General Amin Hilmy el Tani, Chief of Staff UAR
Liaison Staff to UNEF, he shrugged and said quietly.

“We have a saying in Arabie, that if you get in between two people having
a fizht, you must be prepared at least to have your shirt torn.” This Arabic
saying was to prove true time and time again.

1 had no notion at all that I was intended to become a peacekeeper, when I
wias appointed in command of India’s Second Contingent to UNEF in Gaza in
October 1957, The Chief of Staff of the Indian Army, General K. 8. Thimyya, ad-
vised me to ensure that the various components of the contingent, the infantry
battalion, logistic units and personnel for Headquarters UNEF fitted smoothly
within the framework of the internatiounal force under the command of the
Canadian Lientenant General E. L. M. Burns.

On arrival in Gaza I found everyone cordial and helpful. India enjoyed friendly
relations with all the countries contributing troops to UNEF, and particularly
with Egypt, the host eountry. The international staff was cooperative and
friendly. My Contingent settled down happily and soon distinguished itself at
work and play. General Burns spoke favorably of us and when the Secrefary-
General, Dag Hammarskjild, eame to spend Christmas 1957 with UNEF, he was
impressed with onr performance.

Three months later I was apponted Chief of Staff to General Burns in recog-
nition of the ontstanding contribution of my Contingent to UNEF. Thus I be-
eame a UN peacekeeper without warning or preparation.

A peacekeeper must at the outset establish good working and personal rela-
tions with all his job brings him into contact with. I was fortunate to have
done =0 already as Contingent Commander. I was soon to learn, however, that
under the pressures of work and stress of erisis these good relations sometimes
ean be strained to the limit. A peacekeeper attempting to resolve a crisis with
a logical and unbiased approach must be prepared to have his efforts flounder on
illngieal and emaotional blocks., Often the parties involved in a erisis have a
very basie approach to peacekeepers who they feel are either for them or against
them and that there ean be no neutral position. Playing the third party role
thus has its inherent problems. The United Nations operations in the Congo
were g typieal example where many experienced peacekeepers and negofiators
working strietly within the framework of directives received from Headquarters
Tnited Nations beecame ecasnalties of bias and slander. ONUC's (United Na-
tions Operations in the Congo) mandate required it to assist in unifieation of
the Congo. Moise Tshombe of Katanga, Antoine Gizenga of Stanleyville and
other tribal leaders each in turn accused the UN of acting as a colonial and
faseist power. Those of nus who represented the UN in the field were labeled
racists and anti-African. But in spite of all slanderous charges leveled at him,
a peacemaker must learn to shrug them off, never losing sight of his objective, i.e.,
resolution of the erisis through peaceful means. If this means meeting with those
who slander him, he must not hesitate to do so.

1Mal Gen, Indar Jit Rikhye (Indian Army Retlred) i3 former Military Advisor to the
T.N. Seeretary-General and presently Chairman of the International Peace Academy
“Committee,
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After the initial indignation at being unfairly accused had passed, I developed
a skin thick enough to withstand the sharpest barbs. My work often led me to call
on Congolese leaders, a duty I had to perform regardless of what they had or
had not said about me. They never refused to see me and my perseverance often
showed positive results despite the pessimism voiced by some diplomatic ob-
Servers,

Regardless of the truly international attitude of UN Staff and members of a
force or observer missions, many diplomatic representatives and local leadership
identify personnel and contingents with the attitudes of their national leaders.
When Patrice Lumumba was removed from office as Prime Minister by President
Joseph Kasavubu and when later Lumumba was brutally murdered in Katanga.
President Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana spoke out in his defense and against his
political enemies. As a result the highly trained and well led Ghana Contingent
in the Congo became suspect and was accused of acting contrary to United
Nations orders. Nothing could have been further from the truth. Similarly when
the late Jawaher Lal Nehru spoke out in the Indian Parliament against coups
d'etat and in defense of Patrice Lumumba, the constitutionally appointed Prime
Minister Rajeshwar Dayal, the Indian Special Representative of the Secretary-
General, and I became suspect. After Dayal left the Congo, it was deemed in the
best interests of ONUC operations that I, too, as an Indian, should return to
New York. Even the greatest international eivil servant, Dag Hammarskjild,
Secretary-General of the United Nations, did not escape the charge of being
a stooge of the West. Our world organization made up of nation states has vet to
develop into a fully operative transnational institution. Those of us who have been
privileged to participate in this evolutionary experiment in international relations
hopefully have not acted in vain.

A peacemaker has to work long hours over long periods. He has to be ready
for sudden travel, his friends understanding of last minute theater and dinner
cancellations, and his family able to accept with equanimity the complete disrup-
tion of normal home life. During a erisis there are no regular hours for meals or
gleep and a peacemaker sleeps and eats when he can.

Dag Hammarskjold believed in keeping close contact with the field, and I
made eleven trips during the first year of ONUC operations. Always on arrival at
Leopoldville after a two night trip across the Atlantic Ocean and the continent
of Afriea, I would go into conference immediately. These meetings might last
several days and through the better part of most nights, Often I would be re-
quired to rush back to New York, with vital information for the Secretary-
General. On one such oceasion, after the removal of Patrice Lumumba from
office by President Joseph Kasavubu, Dag Hammarskjold cabled urgently for
my immediate return to Headgquarters. The Security Council was to meet and
he needed more information before making a statement. There were no regular
flights out of Leopoldville for the next several hours. ONUC's resourceful Chief
Administrative Officer John Oliver requisitioned a U.S. Air Force plane to fiy
me to France, We left at 2:30 A.M., made a refueling stop at Wheelus Air Force
Base, Tripoli, Libya and arrived the next morning in France. A USAF military
police car rushed me to Orly in time for the noon Air France flight to Tdlewild.
Within minutes of my arrival at the UN I was in the Security Couneil, sitting
behind the Secretary-General, rapidly whispering my report into his ear.

When the situation in the Congo stabilized somewhat the tempo of work slowed
but only slightly. Then came other new crises: West Irian, Yemen, Cuba and so
on. The same sense of urgency prevailed, the sudden travel and work around the
clock continued. The recently retired Foreign Secretary of India, M. G. Desai,
on a visit to the United States was to dine with me the evening the Seenrity Coun-
cil decided fto dispateh an observer mission to Santo Domingo. After the Conneil
meeting U Thant decided that I should leave immediately with a small staff to
set up the mission. I only sneceeded in keeping my dinner date through the
courtesy of Eastern Airlines who managed to give us reservations on their last
flight leaving New York at midnight.

A peacekeeper must accept some risk to life and limb. While every possible
precaution is taken to minimize such risks a peacekeeper ean hardly be effective if
he sits indoors all the time, safe and sound. He must visit in the field, he must
see his associates offen in remote and inaccessible places and he should meet
leaders of parties involved in the erisis. All this requires him to travel by different
modes of transport and in aireraft of obscure little airlines. Even when the
TUN maintains its own aireraff it is sometimes diffienlt to service them to required
standards due to climate in the area and often primitive econditions prevalent at
airfields. On one occasion sudden heavy raing swamped the Yugoslayv remote out-
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post at the southern end of the International Frontier on the Sinai plateau
overlooking the Gulf of Agaba. As soon as the storm lifted I decided to visit the
post, to see for myself what could be done to alleviate the damage done by the
flash flood. It would have taken two days to get there by road, so I decided to
fly to a makeshift airstrip in the adjacent lake bed. The only aircraft immedi-
ately available was a single engined Otter. Just then this type of aircraft was not
too popular; only a few weeks before there had been a fatal accident in which
both the erew had been killed. Since I insisted on flying, the Commander of the
Canadian Air Transport Unit, Wing Commander Anderson, decided to fly me
there himself, It turned out to be a fortunate decision.

After concluding our visit at the Yugoslav camp we took off over the edge of
the Sinai plateau and towards the turquoise blue Gulf of Agaba. Anderson had
the Otter’s nose up to gain height. Suddenly the engine spluttered, coughed and
then died completely. Anderson jerked the nose down into a steep glide, veered
sharply toward the Yugoslav camp and made a forced landing on the first open
patch of baked mud he found. But for the experience and coolness of this officer,
results could well have been otherwise.

The primary role of a peacekeeper is to stop violence and negotiate critical
gituations peacefully. These attempts are not always successful and violence
does sometimes break out. There was such an unsuccessful attempt on my part
and heavy fighting did break out. The Congolese authorities suspicions of
(Ghana's role in the Congo had ordered the Ghanian ambassador out of the coun-
try, threatening force if he refused to go. ONUC provided protection to several
diplomatic embassies, including the Ghana Embassy. at their request. While I
debated sith the Congolese on the inadvisability of physically removing an am-
bassador, contrary to all diplomatie procedures and immunities, the Congolese
security police and Army attempted forcibly to eviet Ambassador Welbeclk. This
attempt, however, was successfully blocked by ONUC troops around the Ghana
Embassy.

Just as Nkrumah's personal emissary, British Major General Harry Alexander,
and I concluded arrangements to bring Welbeck to ONUC headquarters, prior
to departure of Accra, sudden heavy fighting broke out between the Congolese
forces and ONUC troops. The Congolese high command could not be reached,
go Alexander and I decided to go to the Embassy, get Welbeck out and put
an end to the fizhting. It was dark already and the Congolese troops, abont
a thousand of them, fired with wild abandon at anything that moved. They
were spread across the suburb containing many beautiful villas housing the
embassies. Tracer bullets from Congolese armored cars and machine guns flew
in every direction. Alexander and I decided to abandon the jeep and erawl to the
embassy. Bullets whizzed over our heads as we inched our way through the
mud. Sinee ONUC troops were cenftered around the Ghana Embassy a mile
away we wondered why the Congolese were under such heavy fire. Then it
dawned upon us that in the dark, the Congolese were firing at each other. Tt
was impossible for us to reach the Embassy on our stomachs so we decided
to risk hailing the nearest Congolese troops. We sprinted toward an armored
car nearby, announced ourselves to the officer and asked him to request his
superiors to stop the fight. We were much relieved when he agreed to relay
the message. He could have just as easily shot us. Minutes later a jeep with
headlights blazing came charging towards us with irate UN Security officers
demanding to know where we had been. They had lost us in the dark. In the
jeep headlights Alexander and T looked at each other. We were both such a
mess, caked with mud from head to toe that despite the gravity of the situation
we burst out laughing. But we were lucky to be alive and we finally succeeded
in getting Welbeck out nunharmed.

Despite the many frustrations, even the slightest improvement in a erisis
sitnation is immensely rewarding. It makes up for all the hard work, tension,
mental and physical fatigue, opposition and slander and, not to say the least,
the risk to one’s eareer and posgibly life, It is this sense of achievement that
provides the essential spark necessary in continning efforts to resolve crisis.

The United Nation peacekeeping operations have varied in size and form
in different sitnations. There were the ohserver type of operations in the Middle
East, the United Nations Truce Supervisor Operations, and in Kashmir the
United Nations Observer group in India and Pakistan. But UNEF, the UN Emer-
geney Force in the Middle East, was the first attempt where military units were
employed neither to fight nor to enforce but maintain peace and quiet through
peaceful means. After the 1956 war in the Middle Bast. UNEF was established
to enable all foreign forces to withdraw, to clear the Suez Canal and finally
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to patrol the Armistice Demarcation Line in the Gaza Strip, the International
Frontier along the Sinai and Sharm el Sheikh overlooking the entrance to
the Gulf of Aqaba.

In the course of ten years, UNEF proved its effectiveness by reducing incidents
between Tsrael and UAR to minor ones. In fact, both sides were able to develop
their Jands right up to the two foot wide ditch marking the Armistice Demarea-
tion Line and were able to carry out their other pursuits in peace. Coneiliation,
however, never got under wa ¥ and there was never a serious attempt to resolve the
political crisis. Tt was evident that as long as UNEF stood between Tsrael and the
UAR there would be peace. UNEF, established by a General Assembly resolution,
could only be introduced into the area by consent of the parties involved. Tsrael
refused to accept UNEF on territory under its control: the Foree could finally
only be established with the consent of the UAR on its territory. When the UAR
withdrew that consent on May 17, 1967 the United Nations had little choice but
to withdraw the Force without being in any doubt as to the Zrave consequences,
It beeame apparent from this experience that when a peacekeeping operation
sueeeeds, attempts at eonciliation should not be shelved. When U Thant reported
to the Security Council that as the consent of the TTAR to retain UNEF had been
withdrawn, he had no other alternative but to withdraw the Foree. neither the
General Assembly that had established the Force in the first instance nor the
Security Counecil adopted any measures to avoid the dangers of war forewarned
by U Thant. Thus the United Nations, for the very reasons that precluded it from
developing conciliatory efforts to resolve the eritieal sitnation in the Middle East,
proved helpless to prevent war in the area that flared up in June 1967.

West Irian presented another sitnation. After several years of hostilities the
Netherlands and Indonesia agreed that the future of the territory would be
decided by a referendum, First, hostilities between the two countries wonld cease,
The Dutch authorities and forces would withdraw, furning over the responsi-
bility fo the United Nations Temporary Execntive Awuthority and a United Na-
tions Security Foree for a period of six months, after which Indonesia wonld
assume all responsibility including that of organization of a referendum. On the
evening the Security Council gave its approval to this agreement, the Secretary-
General sent me to the territory to arrange cessation of hostilities. With the help
of 25 observers from several countries, RCAF and USAF aircraft, T snceeeded in
concentrating Indonesian forces in the territory at selected areas, halting all
fighting. A contingent of ahout 1000 was requested from Pakistan and its six com-
panies were deployed in West Irian by October 1962, supported hy USAF aireraft
and Netherlands naval vessels manned by the Pakistan Navy. The UN brought
peace to the island and subsequently turned over the responsibility for the terri-
tory to Indonesia by due date and departed.

The United Nations had already been in the Congo since July 1960 when it
faced its greatest challenge. This proved the largest operation undertaken by the
organization sinee its inception. Besides the enormity of the problem eonfronting
it in the Congo, the operation cansed a major political and finaneial erisis within
the Tnited Nations, jeopardizing the development of its peacekeeping ability.
The Congo involved great sacrifices from its staff and personnel. including the
extreme sacrifice of its Secretary-General, Dag Hammarskitld, The main facts
of the Congo imbroglio are sufficiently known, though unfortunately the situa-
tion in the Congo and the United Nations involvement are often portrayed in a
very misleading manner. Harassed by mutiny, lawlessness and the collapse
of publie order and services from within and afflieted by foreien intervention, the
young Republic of the Congo appealed to the United Nations for help. The
Security Counecil eommitted the organization to respond to thig appeal and thus
made the organization not only a guarantor of law and order and the profector
of the Congo aeainst external interference from anv sonree. hut also an advisor
and helper of the newly independent state which virtually had had no prepara-
tion for independence. By filling. in the space of a few hours, a very dangerons
vacenum ereated by the Belgian withdrawal. the urgent danger of a rreat nower
confrontation in the heart of Africa was avoided and the territorial intearity of
the Coneo preserved, Tn referring to the Congo oneration T Thant onee said
that by this action of the TN the new Jeaders of the Congo were given at least a
short breathing spell in which to find their feet. He added that despite its short-
comings which must be judged in the light of the fearsome complexity of the
DProblem, ONTUC was a promising and encouraging experiment in international
resnonsibility and action.

The blue helmets of the TN troops became a svmbol of law and order and world
authority throughout the Congo. It was under ONUC protection that the Congo-
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lese parliament met at the Lovanium University outside Leopoldville (now I}'il‘l-
gasha) to resolve its difficulties and elected Cyril Adoula, as the first constitu-
tional Prime Minister since Patrice Lumumba. ONUC support finally succeeded
in reuniting the Congo.

The United Nations became involved in Yemen when, at the request of the
UAR and Saudi Arabia, it established an observer mission there. Here the United
Nations observed along the Yemen border with Saudi Arabia and brought com-
parative quiet to the area. The operation was somewhat different from the
usual observer type operation as, in addition to observers on the ground, UNYOM
included a company of Yugoslav Reconnaissance Battalion with ability to cover
wide areas across country and an RCAF Caribon flight for aerial reconnaissance
and logistie support. With reduction in fighting the UAR and Saudi Arabia, who
paid for the operation, did not ask for an extension beyond September 14, 1964,

The United Nations is ecurrently involved in the Cyprus ecrisis, On Mareh 4,
1964 the Security Council entrusted the Secretary-General with the responsibility
of contributing to the restoration of normal conditions in Cyprus and anthorized
him to establish a force. As the United Kingdom, under the Treaty of Guarantee
at the request of Cyprus, already had some 7000 troops deployed on the island,
the United Nations for the first time could organize a force on a planned basis
and by April 1964 the United Nations Force in Cyprus—UNFICYP—hecame op-
erational. It has had its share of difficult and dangerous situations and has met
various emergencies squarely under ecommand of able and experienced Generals
P. 8, Gyani and K. 8. Thimyya of India (who died there on duty) and Martola
of Finland. Presently Major General Dewan Prem Chand of India, who dis-
tinguished himself in Katanga, is in command.

UNFICYP has done much to restore life to normal and to create confidence
in the civilian population as to its neutrality and ability to restore law and
order. Although the task of mediation has yet to be concluded satisfactorily, if
the Greek community regains unity and the present encouraging trends rowards
mediation between the Greek and Turkish communities continue, the future for
Cyprus looks hopeful.

In order fo avoid any involvement in the current big financial issue concern-
ing the United Nations peacekeeping, the Security Council introduced a novel
system of financing this operation. Financing has been on a volunta ry basis and
therefore cannot be considered ideal.

The United Nations has by now considerable experience in peacekeeping
operations and a variety of military observer and truce supervisory undertakings.
They have all been different in nature although they have shared certain com-
mon characteristics. On the basis of further experience aequired in the Congo and
West New Guinea, Secrefary-General U Thant has said :

¥, . . All three were improvised and called into the field at very short notice:
all three were severely limited in their right to use force; all three were designed
solely for the maintenance of peace and not for fighting in the military sense:
all three were recrnited from the small powers and with special reference to
their acceptability in the area in which they were to serve; all three operated
with the express consent and cooperation of the states or territories where they
were stationed; and all three were under the direction and control of the Secre-
tary-General, acting on behalf of the organs of the United Nations."

Recent experience in Cyprus and in the withdrawal of UNEF in May, 1967
has only confirmed that most of these facts are still commonplace,

Judging by standards of normal national military establishments, UN forces
have suffered from certain inherent weaknesses. The improvised nature of their
establishment caused shortcomings. Personnel in units recrnited at short notice
do not always fit in with requirements. The units are sometimes hastily prepared
and assembled. and suffer inevitable shorfcomings. Commanders and staff have
met for the first time and have had no previous experience with the units.
Logistic arrangements have had to be made hurriedly and supply pipe lines estab-
lished with heavy dependence for transportation on Member States. There were
initial difficulties with signal communications until UN-owned equipment was
deployed. Wide differences in training and tradition. in weapons and equipment,
in language and staff experience, in pay and allowances have always been present,
There have been problems of discipline and morale and last, but by no means
least, the diffienlty in command and staff work where every decigion has serions
political implications. Member States can, however. take pride in the fact that
these diffienlties which at first appear Insurmountable have heen offset by the
pioneering spirit of the officers and men who make up their nation's nmuin';:ents
within the United Nations Force,
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Desire to improve and strengthen these operations is hampered by lack of
agreement between the great powers on control, direction and financing of peace-
keeping operations. Meanwhile, in an effort to meet a growing wish to im-
prove these operations on the part of many states who desire to participate in
future UN peacekeeping missions, the International Conference on UN Security
Forces as a Means to Promoting Peace held in Oslo in February, 1964 and the
UN Peace-keeping Working Level Meeting held in Ottawa in November, 1964
have provided useful forums for an exchange of views and for pooling of knowl-
edge on the technical aspects of these operations,

The late Secretary-General, Dag Hammarskjild, had recommended advance
preparation in his Annual Report to the 15th General Assembly. He said:

“It is an entirely different matter if governments in a position and willing
to do so, would maintain a state of preparedness so as to be able to meet possible
demands from the UN. And it is also an entirely different matter for the Orga-
nization itself to have a state of preparedness with considerable flexibility and
in the hands of a qualified staff which quickly and smoothly can adjust their
plans to new situations and assist the Secretary-General in the crucially im-
portant first stages of the execution of a decision by the main organs to set up
a UN force, whatever its type or task.”

As the Secretary-General of the UN continues to be made responsible for the
conduct of these operations, he must be provided with suitable assistance, In view
of the existing political difficulties, the Military Staff Committee, established by
the Charter and primarily responsible for providing military expertise, has been
unable to funetion. In the absence of such device, the Secretary-General was
obliged to include military expertise within his executive office, which proved a
useful link between the Secretary-General and peacekeeping forces. This arrange-
ment has been discontinued.

Canada, amongst a few other countries, had already taken the initiative of
placing troops for service with the UN on a standby basis. Following the Congo
experience, and others which had preceded it, Scandinavian countries have
planned in a common venture to establish a standby foree consisting of personnel
and units designed to meet diverse requirements. The example of these coun-
tries is now being followed by several others who have either already made firm
arrangements for standby units or are considering it. These pragmatic develop-
ments should meet further requirements on the basis of past experience. Realiz-
ing the need to prepare commanders and staff for the Congo operation, Dag
Hammarskjold had approved a Field Training Program for civilian and mili-
tary earmarked for service with ONUC. But before this project could get under-
wiay, ONUC became involved in the fighting in Katanga and after Dag Ham-

arskjold’s tragic death it was no longer possible to pursue these plans. So far
only the Nordie countries have established their own institutions to prepare
staff and observers, with noticeable results.

From experience gained, the capability of acceptable ecountries in their con-
fribution to the United Nations peacekeeping operation can be judged. Careful
examination leads to deciding type of personnel, units, equipment and ordnance
that should be requested from Member States. A flexible bloe sy=tem has been
developed. When an observer group is to be established, an orgzanization for a
minimum observer unit is decided upon, including its equipment and other logistie
requirements, The overall organization is then evolved on this bloe system based
on consideration of basie factors such as the nature of terrain and essential serv-
ices available within the area of operations. A headquarters is added again on a
bloe pattern, and the overall logistic and administrative support provided. When it
is decided to establish a force, a quick study of tasks and factors involved de-
fermines its organization. A bloe pattern for every 1,000 men helps in planning
and arranging a detailed organization.

It is obyvious that improvised peacekeeping forces are not the best and it would
be ideal to have a permanent standing force. In his speech to the Harvard Alomni
Association on June 13, 1963, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, U
Thant, stated that a permanent standing UN Force would not be practical at
the present time even thought he admits that the world should eventually have an
international police force. When during 1964 a serious financial crisis developed
in the UN, the General Assembly appointed a committee of 33 nations to study
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control, organization, conduct and financing of peacekeeping operations and sub-
mit proposals to it to help resolve the crisis. The committee under its skillful
Chairman, Cuevas Cancino, Permanent Representative of Mexico to the UN, de-
cided to first study military observer operations established or authorized by
the Security Council. The working group formed to examine delails after years
of hard work has yet to resolve basic differences, Meanwhile Member States, non-
government organizations and concerned individuals are anxious to find means
to improve and strengthen the UN peacekeeping ability.

It is, however, noteworthy that both disarmament plans submitted by the U.S.
and USSR include a progressive establishment of a UN peacekeeping force with
the implementation of disarmament. While a degree of success has been achieved
in narrowing the gap between the views of the two power blocs, more time and
effort is needed to reach a stage when it would be practical to establish a perma-
nent peacekeeping force. Until then, the world organization has only the choice
of following the patiern of establishing UN peacekeeping operations along the
lines already set on the basis of past experience,

Establishing a UN Force for an operation is not a simple proposition. Once the
political decision has been taken, the emergency of the situation will set the pace
for the action. Until now, improvisation has been the only resort for organizing a
Force when the need is urgent, Some preparation can only be done in situations
such as in Cyprus, when circumstances allowed some time between the resolu-
tion that created the Foree and the moment it became operational. The peace-
keeping machinery is not equipped with the means for planning in advance, thus
permitting a smooth launching of the operation.

Most of the shortcomings would be eliminated by the establishment of a per-
manent UN Force, However, political diffienlties place this project too far away
in the future. In the meantime, it is necessary to use ingenuity together with the
accumulated experience to prodnee a mechanism through whieh the organization
wonld be able to act when ealled upon to maintain peace.

The UNA-USA National Policy Panel on Multilateral Alternatives to Uni-
lateral Intervention contained in a brochure “Controlling Conflicts in the 19708
deserves serious study and implementation of many of its pragmatic recom-
mendations to strengthen the UN peacekeeping ability, including narrowing the
gap in the views of the great powers and especially between the U.S8. and the
Soviet Union, Experience has proven that UN peacekeeping operations need
great power approval and the support of at least one super power. All human
endeavors should be channeled toward reducing differences and obtaining a
consensus opinion between the great powers to strengthen UN peacekeeping
machinery.

UOver a year ago a group of concerned individuals, with whom I am happy to be
associated, decided that there was a real need to supplement UN efforts Ly
initiating specialized edueational programs by and for international personnel.
No skill is more necessary to twentieth cenfury man than the ability to settle
conflicts without resorting to war or oppression. A committee of which T am
the chairman has been formed to develop pilot programs at the Austrian Diplo-
matic Academy in Vienna this summer to bring together groups of international
afficials, diplomats, military personnel and scholars to define their own under-
standing and suggest new concepts which will lead to the strneturing of an
International Peace Academy. It is intended that such an Academy loeated in
a neutral country would develop programs in different regions preparing large
numbers of men and women for a peace role in the future.

At 25—the UN can take pride that despite difficulties, peacekeeping opera-
tions have proven useful and, to a great extent, successful. This suceess depends
largely on the operational efficiency of the Force. Quick results ean only be
achieved if the Foree iz capable of reaching peak efficiency shortly after its
inception. To assemble officers and units of many countries into an effective peace-
keeping force demands previous planning and a great amount of preparation
which ean only be done if the good will and efforts of each counfry are cemented
together by a coordinating element. Twenty-five years of experience have taught
ns what is needed. Exchanges of ideas and knowledge such as the Oslo and
Ottawa Conferences have outlined one possible solution. It is now up to all Mem-
ber States to produce the proper tools for maintenance of peace.
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[From the New York Times, Nov. 4, 1873]
Ox THE NATURE OF THE U.N, PEACE FORCE

(By Indar Jit Rikhye) *

A new international peacekeeping effort has been launched in the Middle East.
For the second time, a United Nations Emergency Force has been introduced. The
first force was established in 1956 following the Suez War and remained in the
area until it was withdrawn in May 1967, Generally, the first force (and now
the second) was intended to separate the antagonists, provide a buffer, establish
cease-fire lines and supervise them and help create peaceful conditions that lead
to meaningful negotintions. There are, however, a number of differences between
the two forees stemming from their respective backgrounds.

The first was established by the General Assembly at the height of the eold
war on an international initiative developed by Lester Pearson of Canada zl_lld
Dag Hammarskjild, the United Nations Secretary General. This force was in-
tended to: (1) interpose between Anglo-French-1sraeli and Egyptian forces; (2)
protect the canal clearing operations; (3) follow up the withdrawal of the Anglo-
French forces from the canal area and of Israeli forces from the Sinai, and later,
(4) supervise the armistice demarcation line in the Gaza Strip and the inter-
national frontier along the Sinai and insure free passage of shipping through
the Strait of Tiran at Sharm el Sheik.

The new force has been established on Egypt's request to supervise a cease-fire
“demanded” by the Security Council with the backing of the four great powers
(the fifth, China, abstaining from the vote). The United States and the Soviet
Union, having entered an era of détente, have strongly supported this peace-
keeping effort and were in fact the architects of the Security Council Resolutions
of October 21 and 23 in connection with the cessation of hostilities and the re-
sumption of negotiations approved in Resolution 242 of November, 1967.

For the present, the new foree is required only to supervise the cease-fire, It is
interesting to note, however, that the United Kingdom has already suggested
another peacekeeping force when the situation reaches the negotiation stage for
a more durable peace. There is no reason why the force cannot be enlarged to
perform this funetion,

On a suggestion by the United States, Egyptian and Israeli military personnel
have met to decide on details of establishing the cease-fire lines and their super-
vision. A Security Couneil resolution to return to the line of the first cease-fire
on October 22 has heen agreed to in prineciple by all the parties involved. These
are indeed encouraging signs, but the acrimonious debates in the Security Couneil
between the Arabs and the Israelis and recently between the United States and
the Soviet Union do not promise an easy future.

There are a number of questions in regard to the T.N. force which must be
resolved ;: they relate to the yet unfinished deliberations of the Special Committee
on Peacekeeping established by the General Assembly in 1965,

There is first the question of the role of the Secretary General. The present
peacekeeping efforts have been authorized by the Security Council, and the Secre-
tary General has been asked to be the chief executive officer for the forces. The
Soviets insist, as they have in the past, on Security Council control of peacekeep-
ing, a demand which arises from their concern to eliminate past weaknesses in
peacekeeping operations and to provide for their own veto authority. But surely
the United Nations has learned from past experience that great-power consent,
and especially that of the super powers, is vital for the success of peacekeeping
operations, The difference between the West and the Soviet bloe is more in detail
than in principle. This too can and should be resolved.

The Secretary General is trusted, and he is assisted by an able and experienced
staff. The Secretary General and his staff, however, do need the guidance, super-
vision and assistance of the council to perform their functions well, No army in
the field has even been run sneecessfully by a committee, Therefore, responsi-
bilities for day-to-day operations, ineluding any urgent decisions that have to
be made when there is no time to consult with the couneil or a committee that
may be appointed by it, must be assumed by the Secretary General, Answerable
to the council, he must conform with the over-all policy decided by them. These

1Indar Jit Rikhye, a retired Indian Army major general, was formerly military adviser
to the United Nations Secretary General and the lanst commander of the United Nations
Emergency Foree in Gaza. He Is now the president of the International Peace Academy.
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policies should be stated in precise operational directives to the force and in
the status-of-forces agreement with the host nations and presented to the couneil
for its approval.

The second major issue concerns the composition of the force. A peacekeeping
force is an instrument of peaceful diplomacy and as such is highly political. The
participation of the key elements involved in the contlict is therefore vital. Past
peacekeeping forces for one reason or another have been notable for their ex-
clusion of the Socialist bloe countries, with the exception of Yugoslavia, with
the result that these nations have mistrusted the United Nations peacekeeping
system. The present rapprochement between the United States and the Soviet
Union already recognizes the need of their cooperative endeavors.

Beeause the vital interests of these two powers representing different ideologies
continue to have a potential for a dangerous confrontation, as already witnessed
on October 25-26, care should be taken to avoid ground for any repetition of
such a threat to world peace. It may be wise to exciude NATO and Warsaw Pact
countries, as suggested by the United States, in addition to the troops from the

at powers, but it remains important and would prove helpful to include repre-
sentation of the two super powers, the two bloes and the nonaligned nations to
give them a sense of participation and intimacy with the operation at all levels.
This will insure their assistance when needed in logisties, communications, and
transportation as well as their political and diplomatie cooperation,

Thirdly, the administrative and logistic demands of a peacekeeping force re-
main identical with those of war with the exception that there is little ammuni-
tion expenditure, and casualties, if any, are but few. Because of the ad hoe nature
of peacekeeping operations, they lack preparation and are more complex. This
foree has the initial advantage of support from the British base and the United
Nations force in Cyprus, but it must rapidly establish its new logistic organization
in the field of operations.

Personnel detailed for peacekeeping assignments, admittedly, do not run the
same risk of life as would troops sent to fight a war, but they do make serious
commitments to maintain peace and are ready to make any personal sacrifice,
Therefore, they deserve the same care and support as they would if being sent
into battle. The United Nations must recognize this fundamental issue and, ac-
cordingly, establish a suitable organization at all levels of command for these
crucial services,

Last and not the least is the recognition at all times that peacekeeping opera-
tions, though military in form, are highly political in nature. The daily contacts
with the host governments, embassies of participating member states, and other
interested nations and organizations make heavy demands on a commander for
which he has neither sufficient authority nor time., Peacekeeping operations de-
mand a quick response that cannot be always met through headquarters in New
York. While a commander ean cope with the military part of his responsibilities,
a parallel political representation is needed to attend to political and diplomatic
problems and matters pertaining to international law.




APPENDIX VII

[From Congressional Record, Nov. 9, 1973]

Wortp Peace aAxp THE NEED For THE UNrreEp NATIONS

(Hon. Donald M. Fraser)

Mr. Speaker, the importance of the United Nations to world peace and security
was convineingly reiterated in a letter to the editor in the New York Times of
November 7, Mr. Murray B. Woldman, staff consultant for Members of Congress
for Peace Through Law, notes that during the Middle East crisis, the United
Nations provided an indispensable forum through which superpower confronta-
tion and the risks of widened violent conflict were effectively scaled down.

Too often, U.S. foreign policy places the United Nations near the bottom rung
of the priority ladder. The result, too often, is a weakened United Nations blamed
unfairly for failure to solve problems which were submitted to it too late to
find a workable solution. The lesson we should learn from the United Nations'
performance in the Middle East crisis, as Mr. Woldman points out, is that—

If our foreign policy-makers can demonstrate a greater commitment
to the United Nations and if we can turn increasingly to it to forestall
problems rather than solve them, we just might find that independence
of action is not nearly as important as defusing conflicts before they
explode in our faces,

The full text of Mr, Woldman’s letter follows :

Letter to the BEditor:

Since the China vote in 1971, we have heard a great deal of eriticism of the
United Nations and its inability to deal effectively with threats to world peace
and security. Many have suggested that if the UN cannot act to head off con-
flict, it is no longer capable of carrying out the tasks for which it was established
after the Second World War.

Yet we have seen this week that the UN is indeed ‘alive and well. The war
in the Middle East has threatened to draw this Nation and the Soviet Union
into a dangerously ascalating situnation. On Oectober 25, the Security Council
demonstrated that the UN remains the only international forum we have for
the quiet resolution of superpower involvement in potentially explosive regional
conflicts. With the active cooperation of eight of the nonaligned nations American
foreign policy too often takes for granted a resolution was introduced and
passed. It would not be overstating the case to stress that this development
has moved us back from a dangerous exercise in brinkmanship, however neces-
sary it might have ‘been which could have brought us into armed confrontation
with the Soviet Union.

This exercise in international diplomaey underlines the central role in the UN
can play in our foreign policy when it is given the chance, It is highly doubtful
whether the parties to the conflict conld have among themselves achieved the
consensus and set the guidelines for monitoring what we hope will be an equitable
and just peace in the Middle Bast. United Nations peace-keeping procedures,
the sorest point in our differences at the UN with the Soviet Union, have a new
lease on life as a result of the agreement, however tentative, being orchestrated
now at the UN (Editorial October 27).

We shonld not expect miracles. Failure is possible at any point. But the UN
has pulled through. The member states who make up the UN have shown that
international cooperation matters to them and that concern for peace can bring
nations with great differences together to work ouf solutions to their problems.

Might not this experience provide an object lesson to our policymakers? The
UN was created to keep peace in the world. Peace has many faces., They are
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economie, social and legal as well as political and military. If our foreign policy-
makers can demonstirate a greater commitment to the United Nations and if
we can turn increasingly to it to forestall problems rather than solve them,
we just might find that independence of action is not nearly as important as
defusing conflicts before they explode in our faces.

MURRAY B. WoOLDMAXN.
WAsSHINGTON, October 26, 19783.
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